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Abstract
Research has begun to identify recovery experiences during nonwork time as an
important mechanism explaining the relationship between job characteristics and strain
(Geurts & Sonnentag, 2006; Kinnunen, Feldt, Siltaloppi, Sonnentag, 2011). Corrections
officers face challenges unique to their occupation (Armstrong & Griffin, 2004) that may
contribute to the high levels of strain that currently characterize their occupation (i.e.,
short life expectancy, high suicide rates; Spinaris & Denhof, 2011; Stack & Tsoudis,
1997). Though previous research has not examined emotion regulation, recovery
experiences, and coping within corrections officers, these constructs may be of particular
importance to an occupation that requires employees to navigate the complex demands of
managing an incarcerated population of individuals. Emotion regulation – managing
one’s emotions – is an important aspect of many jobs, and has been linked with employee
strain, such as burnout, psychological strain, and psychosomatic complaints (Hülsheger
& Schewe, 2011). However, research only begun to assess nonwork recovery and its
relationship with emotion regulation strategies at work, and additionally the influence of
individual coping strategies has not been considered in past studies. I offered that
recovery experiences (i.e., psychological detachment, relaxation, and mastery) mediated
the relationship between emotion regulation at work (i.e., reappraisal and suppression)
and strain (i.e., disengagement, emotional exhaustion, and psychological distress). I
further offered, based on the matching hypothesis (de Jonge & Dormann, 2006), that
emotion-focused coping strategies (i.e., emotional social support and venting emotions)
moderated the relationships between emotion regulation, recovery experiences, and
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strain. To examine these hypotheses, data were collected via a survey of corrections
officers in Oregon (N = 1317). Results indicated that emotion regulation at work was
associated with strain, and this relationship was partially mediated by recovery
experiences. The results further suggested that the coping strategies examined in this
study did not appear to moderate relationships between the study variables. These
findings are discussed in the context of the present sample, and implications for future
research are considered.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Corrections officers work in an environment unlike any other occupation.
Correctional institutions are charged with the rare task of supervising and detaining an
“unwilling and potentially violent population” (Armstrong & Griffin, 2004, p. 577), and
corrections officers are responsible for day-to-day operations required by such an
undertaking. Corrections officers have one of the highest on-the-job nonfatal injuries
rates. The National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) estimated that
there were 113 fatalities and 125,200 nonfatal injuries requiring treatment in emergency
rooms in the occupation between 1999 and 2008. With an estimated 493,100 corrections
officers working in the U.S. as of 2011, the effects of working in this occupation reach a
great number of individuals (National Occupational Research Agenda (NORA), 2013).
The psychological and physical costs associated with work demands can be detrimental
to both individual officers as well as the organizations they operate within. Burnout is
one such cost: A modest number of studies have identified burnout in corrections as a
factor related to organization-wide absenteeism and turnover rates (Griffin, Hogan,
Lambert, Tucker-Gail, & Baker, 2010; Lambert, Hogan, Dial, Jiang, & Khondaker, 2012;
Schaufeli & Peeters, 2000). Employees high in burnout are characterized by high levels
of exhaustion and negative attitudes toward work (Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). A
growing body of literature has identified numerous consequences of employee burnout
across occupations, including reduced commitment, job satisfaction, increased turnover
intentions, and physiological symptoms (e.g., Shirom, 2003).

2

If left unaddressed, symptoms of burnout may facilitate the development of
psychological distress or depressive symptoms (Melamed, Shirom, Toker, Berliner, &
Shapira, 2006), and these outcomes can be associated with great costs to employees and
organizations. One study of U.S. employees across a variety of occupations estimated
that affective disorders (e.g., depression) were associated with a projected 4 million lost
workdays and 20 million work cutback days per year (Kessler & Frank, 1997).
Corrections officers especially may be prone to adverse consequences stemming from
burnout and psychological distress. For example, in addition to a reduced average life
expectancy and higher suicide rates than other jobs (including police officers), many
corrections officers will experience symptoms of post-traumatic stress disorder during
their career (Spinaris & Denhof, 2011; Stack & Tsoudis, 1997) and as many as 31%
report signs of serious psychological depression (Obidoa, Reeves, Warren, Reisine, &
Cherniack, 2011).
One workplace factor that may contribute to burnout and psychological distress is
emotion regulation. In response to the requirements of the job, employees may influence
which emotions they have and when and how they experience and express these emotions
through emotion regulation (Grandey, 2000; Gross, 1998). It has been suggested that
corrections officers must manage their emotions frequently, due to the complex
characteristics of the prisoners they must control and through typical workplace
interactions with their coworkers and supervisors (Nylander, Lindberg, & Bruhn, 2011).
Though many studies have examined emotion regulation in organizations, it has recently
been suggested that researchers should focus their measurement on specific strategies of
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emotion regulation, rather than traditional global measures (Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011).
The dominating paradigm for studying emotion regulation in organizations has been a
focus on service encounters (Grandey, 2000) and use of theories of emotional labor to
measure the type of acting that service employees utilize (Hochschild, 1983). However,
recent research has shown that employees engage in a variety of emotion regulation
strategies (as many as 14 strategies; Diefendorff, Richard, & Yang, 2008) across various
work situations (Diefendorff et al., 2008). For instance, interactions with one’s supervisor
can be related to strain (Bono, Foldes, Vinson, & Muros, 2007). Still, studies that
measure specific emotion regulation strategies in the workplace are rare, and none so far
have integrated literature on recovery experiences, coping strategies, and employee strain
while examining emotion regulation.
One major factor that could be contributing to the strain symptoms of corrections
officers is their inability to recover from work demands. Recovery experiences, or
disengaging from work demands and engaging in nonwork activities (Sonnentag & Fritz,
2007), may provide corrections officers with the opportunity to let their internal systems
recover from the work demands that accumulate during the work day and to replenish
resources that may have been expended (Hobfoll, 1989; Meijman & Mulder, 1998). A
growing body of literature has begun to elucidate the importance of certain recovery
experiences from work and their relationship with reduced burnout symptoms (e.g., Fritz
& Sonnentag, 2006; Kühnel & Sonnentag, 2011; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). Recovery
during nonwork may be especially relevant in the corrections occupation, as the complex
relationships that corrections officers balance at work may require them to engage in a
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variety of emotion regulation strategies that tax regulatory resources (Nylander et al.,
2011). However, literature on recovery experiences has yet to examine the link between
stressors at work such as emotion regulation and recovery.
Another factor that may influence correction officer strain may be how they
generally appraise and address stressful situations, or the type of coping strategies they
use (Lazarus, 1999). Research has suggested that individuals tend to have fairly stable
preferences for the type of coping they use when they experience a situation that they
perceive is threatening to their well-being (Carver, Scheier, & Weintraub, 1989). Coping
strategies are related to emotion regulation, but coping may only occur when negative
affective reactions arise from a stressful situation (Gross, 1998), and coping strategies are
not limited to workplace interactions. The ability of a corrections officer to handle
emotional job demands may partially hinge on whether they engage in an emotionfocused coping strategy (de Jonge & Dormann, 2006). However, research on emotionfocused coping (i.e., coping aimed at reducing or managing emotional distress associated
with, or caused by, the situation; Carver et al., 1989; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), has
produced contradictory evidence of its utility. Though recent research has suggested that
emotional support plays a buffering role between emotional job demands and emotional
exhaustion (de Ven, van den Tooren, & Vlerick, 2013), researchers are not certain of
whether emotion-focused coping is useful and under what circumstances it can buffer
against strain outcomes.
A better understanding is needed for organizations for how different strategies for
emotion regulation may be associated with individual employee outcomes. Examining
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this has implications for what workplace stressors organizations should pay close
attention to, especially in occupations such as corrections. This study is a first step toward
understanding important factors specific to the corrections industry that may offer one
avenue for interventions to address and potentially protect employees from strain
outcomes (Lawrence, Troth, Jordan, & Collins, 2011).
The first contribution of this study was to aim to fill a gap in the literature by
examining whether emotion regulation is associated with nonwork recovery experiences.
Researchers have examined similar constructs (i.e., emotional dissonance; Sonnentag,
Kuttler, & Fritz, 2010) and one specific recovery experience (i.e., psychological
detachment), but no study has analyzed the relationships between several emotion
regulation strategies and several recovery experiences. Given the different characteristics
of recovery experiences and emotion regulation strategies, it is important to understand
the potentially complex relationships that may exist and how these relationships may be
associated with burnout and psychological distress symptoms.
Since little is known about the connection between recovery experiences, emotion
regulation, and coping strategies, the second contribution of this study was to examine
the relationships between these factors as correlates of strain within the corrections
occupation. The current study proposed that the type of emotion regulation strategies an
employee tends to use at work is associated with their nonwork recovery experiences,
which in turn are associated with their subjective feelings of strain. Additionally, this
study took an exploratory approach to by examining individual strategies for emotionfocused coping and how they affect the magnitude of the relationship between recovery
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and strain. Though several studies have examined strain among correctional officers (e.g.,
Dollard & Winefield, 1998), none have explicitly measured the associations between: 1)
emotion regulation, 2) recovery experiences, and 3) coping and strain.
A third contribution of this study was to examine two specific strategies of
emotion regulation at work: reappraisal (i.e., re-construing a situation to change its
emotional impact) and suppression (i.e., inhibiting ongoing emotional response
tendencies; Gross, 1998). By examining specific strategies rather than less descriptive
global emotion regulation measures, this study aimed to contribute to the ongoing search
for an explanation of non-significant relationships between certain types of emotion
regulation and strain in the emotional labor literature (Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011).
Figure 1 displays a model of the study variables and the hypothesized relationships.
Emotion Regulation in Organizations
In today’s ever-changing and complex workplace, employees likely encounter
situations in which they must manage their emotions to improve results at work.
Specifically, employees may need to display different emotions from the ones actually
felt (Grandey, 2000; Hochschild, 1983). Below, I outline the emotional labor perspective
on emotion regulation, and then discuss gaps in this line of research. I then describe the
conceptual process of emotion regulation in detail, and propose that utilizing traditional
research on emotion regulation can extend the understanding of how employees deal with
their emotions and more accurately predict the outcomes of this process (Mikolajczak,
Tran, Brotheridge, & Gross, 2009).

7

Emotional labor. Emotional labor was first introduced by Hochschild (1983) to
refer to the management of an individual’s emotions for a wage. Hochschild (1983)
conceptualized a dichotomy of emotion regulation strategies to describe how employees
in service jobs regulate their emotions in the workplace. Deep acting occurs when an
individual consciously attempts to modify their feelings in order to express the desired
emotion, while surface acting entails an attempt to modify emotional expressions.
Typically, an individual is thought to manage their emotions in accordance with specific
display rules, or organizational rules for expression of emotions (Ekman & Friesen, 1975;
Hochschild, 1983). Hochschild (1983) suggested that engaging in emotional labor was
effortful for employees, and would therefore lead to burnout and job stress (Grandey,
2000). Grandey (2000) developed this perspective further by integrating Hochschild’s
(1983) framework with other conceptualizations of emotion labor (i.e., Ashforth &
Humphrey, 1993; Morris & Feldman, 1996). Specifically, Grandey (2000) proposed that
deep acting was a form of antecedent-focused emotion regulation, and surface acting was
a form of response-focused emotion regulation. Grandey (2000) concluded that deep
acting should be more positively related to performance than surface acting based on
Gross’ (1998) theory that antecedent-focused emotion regulation led to less physiological
arousal than response-focused emotion regulation, or surface acting, and that customers
would be less likely to detect this type of regulation and would therefore report a better
service encounter. Grandey (2000) also concluded that both types of emotion regulation
would lead to burnout, withdrawal, and negative work attitudes, but that researchers
should examine this empirically.
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Grandey’s (2000) propositions were examined by a recent meta-analysis that
examined the last 30 years of research on emotional labor (Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011).
The meta-analysis revealed that this theoretical framework may not offer a complete
understanding of emotion regulation in organizations. Hülsheger & Schewe’s (2011)
findings confirmed that the theoretical models linking emotional labor to strain have
overall been empirically supported, but only for emotion regulation through surface
acting. Specifically, results indicated substantial relationships between both emotion-rule
dissonance – an emotional state stemming from the incongruence between felt emotions
and emotions that are required by display rules – and surface acting with indicators of
strain (ρs ranged from .39 to .48; Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011). The relationship between
deep acting and strain were much weaker (ρs ranged from .05 to .18). Based on these
results, the authors suggested that different mechanisms might be activated when
employees engage in deep acting, compared to surface acting, and that this could explain
the differential results. However, researchers would have to disentangle the processes
involved in antecedent-focused emotion regulation in order to test this empirically. The
authors acknowledged that global measures of deep acting found in the literature may not
be well-suited to assess these different strategies, and suggested that future research
should investigate other types of emotion regulation that could provide better suggestions
and applications for employees and organizations.
There is some initial research indicating the utility of measuring specific emotion
regulation strategies in the workplace. Diefendorff et al. (2008), using survey items
derived from Gross’ (1998) process model, found that employees used a range of 14
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different emotion regulation strategies, and these were linked to reports of work stressors
and experienced discrete emotions. Some researchers have offered theoretical arguments
in support of the suggestion by Hülsheger and Schewe (2011) that the conceptualization
of emotion regulation using surface acting and deep acting may be a disadvantage to
researchers on a theoretical level because these constructs may not measure the
phenomenon of emotion regulation as completely as possible. For example, Holman,
Martínez-Iñigo, and Totterdell (2009) reasoned that surface acting and deep acting might
both be utilized to either amplify or suppress both positive and negative emotions.
Furthermore, according to the findings of Diefendorff et al. (2008), the outcomes
associated with this emotion regulation may depend on which type of specific emotion
regulation strategy the individual uses to either amplify or suppress their emotions. Given
that employees use different emotion regulation strategies, deep acting could be
accomplished through different emotion regulation strategies and some of these may be
conducive to strain, while others may be harmful for strain (Mikolajczak et al., 2009). By
measuring these specific emotion regulation strategies, it may become clear under what
circumstances deep acting is significantly associated with strain.
In addition, research that measures processes of emotion regulation in all
workplace interactions – rather than limiting this assessment to customer-service
interactions – may extend theories of emotion management in the workplace. As a result
of its initial conceptualization (Hochschild, 1983), emotional labor studies have largely
focused on service industry jobs or occupations that require ‘people work,’ which consist
primarily of interactions with customers or clients and service employees. Emotion
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regulation, however, also takes place between coworkers and between supervisors and
followers (Bono et al., 2007). Using an experience-sampling method (ESM) in a sample
of 57 ambulatory health care workers, Bono et al. (2007) collected data 4 times per day
for 2 weeks and used personal digital assistants (PDAs) to ask employees whether they
were interacting with others (e.g., customers, coworkers, supervisors) and what their
levels of strain and job satisfaction were. They found that employees who regulated their
emotions experienced increased strain and decreased job satisfaction, and that the effects
on strain tended to be longer-lasting than the effects on job satisfaction. By not limiting
their measurement of emotion regulation to service encounters with customers, their
findings suggest that emotion regulation occurs in a variety of interpersonal interactions,
and these encounters can be related to strain. Therefore, in order to further research on
emotion regulation in organizations, the present study will measure emotion regulation
strategies used by employees across a variety of workplace interactions.
Next, I describe in greater detail the emotion regulation process proposed by
Gross (1998), and the specific emotion regulation strategies that this study will focus on.
Emotion Regulation. Research on how individuals regulate their emotions has
largely been guided by Gross’ (1998) seminal work on emotion regulation. Gross (1998)
defined emotion regulation as “the processes by which individuals influence which
emotions they have, when they have them, and how they experience and express these
emotions” (p. 275). All of the conscious and non-conscious strategies individuals use to
increase, maintain, or decrease one or more components (i.e., feelings, behaviors,
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physiological responses) of an emotional response are forms of emotional regulation
under Gross’ (1998) model.
Gross (1998) proposed a process model to explain how emotions are generated
and at which points an individual may regulate these emotions. According to the model,
specific strategies for regulating emotions can be differentiated along a timeline of the
emotional response as it unfolds. At the broadest level, Gross (1998) distinguished
between antecedent-focused and response-focused emotion regulation strategies.
Antecedent-focused strategies refer to the things individuals can do before the emotion
response tendencies have become fully activated and have changed the individual’s
behavior and peripheral physiological responding. Response-focused strategies refer to
the things individuals can do once an emotion is already underway, after the response
tendencies have already been generated. These strategies are therefore classified by when
they have a primary impact on the process of generating emotions. Neurological evidence
supports Gross’ (1998) process model of emotion regulation: Empirical findings have
bolstered the proposition that the effects of these strategies have different temporal
trajectories that impact emotion experience, behavior, and neural systems (Goldin,
McRae, Ramel, & Gross, 2008). Finally, though these processes may be executed
through conscious means, researchers tend to believe they often occur automatically and
unconsciously (Gross & John, 2003).
Researchers have suggested focusing on specific antecedent-focused and
response-focused emotional regulation strategies (Gross & John, 2003). In this way, the
potential applications of the findings can be more accessible and less convoluted for
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employees and organizations. Additionally, by including one strategy that is antecedentfocused and one that is response-focused, the findings of this study can be readily
compared to existing research on emotional labor. The two strategies used in this study
are strategies that people commonly use in everyday life (Gross, 1998), including during
the hours they are at work. Using Gross’ (1998) model as a framework, the type of
antecedent-based strategy this study will examine is cognitive reappraisal. Cognitive
reappraisal (henceforth, reappraisal) is a form of cognitive change that involves
construing a potentially emotion-eliciting situation in a way that changes its emotional
impact (Lazarus & Alfert, 1964). For example, a corrections officer might view an
interaction with a supervising officer as an opportunity to obtain useful job-related advice
from a veteran of the occupation, rather than a chance for the supervisor to criticize the
officer’s performance. Secondly, the type of response-focused emotion regulation
strategy this study will examine is expressive suppression (henceforth, suppression), a
form of response modulation that involves inhibiting ongoing emotion-expressive
behavior (Gross, 1998). For example, a corrections officer may smile and nod in
agreement when listening to a co-worker complain about a new staff policy – even
though the officer likes the new policy – in order to avoid workplace confrontations.
Gross (2001) theorized that because reappraisal occurs early in the emotiongenerative process and neutralizes a potentially emotion-eliciting situation at a cognitive
level that reappraisal should decrease experiential, behavioral, and physiological
responses within an individual. Suppression operates differently: By occurring later in the
emotion-generative process, suppression requires active inhibition of emotion-expressive
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behavior that is generated during the unfolding of the emotion. As such, suppression
should not change the experience of the emotion, but should increase physiological
activation due to the effort required to actively inhibit ongoing emotion-expressive
behaviors. Empirical work has largely supported these postulations in experimental
settings (e.g., Gross & John, 2003). This study aims to build on these findings to
determine whether there is evidence that their results could be generalized to the
workplace. As the authors pointed out while summarizing the results of a series of
studies, they employed a relatively homogenous sample of college-aged research
participants in all of their studies (Gross & John, 2003). Therefore, it could not be
determined with certainty whether these results would hold across a population of
individuals with greater variation in age.
Ego-depletion model. By regulating emotions while at work, employees may be
engaging in an effortful process that consumes the individual’s resources. As such, how
an individual regulates their emotions may have consequences for an individual after
repeated acts of self-control. The strength model of self-control stipulates that the self’s
acts of volition (i.e., making choices and decisions, taking responsibility, initiating and
inhibiting behavior, and making plans of action and carrying out those plans) draw on
some limited resource and that these acts of volition will have a detrimental effect on
future acts of volition and will impair cognitive function, resulting in a state of egodepletion (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Muraven, Tice, 1998; Grandey, 2000; Hagger,
Wood, Stiff, & Chatzisarantis, 2010). Research has suggested that suppression is one type
of self-regulation that draws on this limited resource and, that these acts of volition have
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a detrimental effect on future performance (Baumeister et al., 1998; Richards & Gross,
1999). Baumeister et al. (1998) showed that participants in one study who were told to
refrain from showing or feeling any emotions during a movie performed worse at a
subsequent task of solving anagram puzzles than participants who were told to express
their emotions without attempting to hide or deny any feelings. These findings suggest
that some valuable resource of the self was depleted in the participants who attempted to
suppress or deny their emotions, and the same resource was depleted in participants
attempting seemingly different and unrelated tasks. Research has also suggested that
engaging in self-regulation requires energy and attention – indicated by increased
cardiovascular activation (Richards & Gross, 1999) – which can lead to exhaustion
(Goldberg & Grandey, 2007). Findings suggest that employees who suppress their
emotions will deplete attentional and cognitive resources and experience strain, and metaanalytic findings have supported this model of ego-depletion (Hagger et al., 2010)
The ego-depletion model, however, has limitations in explaining the differential
findings involving emotion regulation. The ego-depletion model suggests that emotion
regulation using reappraisal should also consume some limited resource and impair
cognitive function. Even though reappraisal has been theorized to consume fewer
resources than suppression (Gross, 1998) – by occurring earlier in the emotion-generative
process – the ego-depletion model would still predict a positive or null relationship
between reappraisal and strain, as it is would be depleting some common resource (i.e.,
energy) within an individual. However, research has found negative associations between
reappraisal and strain in experimental settings (e.g., Gross & John, 2003), as well as
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between deep acting and strain in some field settings (e.g., Brotheridge & Grandey, 2002;
Kruml & Geddes, 2000).
Therefore, the ego-depletion model cannot be used to explain exactly why
reappraisal should be negatively associated will strain. A different theoretical perspective
may be necessary to fully comprehend how different emotion regulation strategies can
have different associations with effort expenditure and strain. Below, I explain how
conservation of resources theory (Hobfoll, 1989) can be utilized to achieve a more
complete understanding of this phenomenon.
Conservation of resources theory. Conservation of resources (COR) theory
(Hobfoll, 1989) uses a resource perspective to explain how strain reactions develop
within an individual. The first and central assumption of the theory is that people attempt
to obtain, retain, and protect resources, and that strain occurs when an individual loses
resources, or risks losing resources (Hobfoll, 2002). Resources can be objects (e.g., a
home), conditions (e.g., marriage), personal characteristics (e.g., self-efficacy), or
energies (e.g., time, money, knowledge). These resources are characterized as being
valued by the individual or serving as means for the attainment of other resources.
Further, the first assumption proposes that when faced with a stressor an individual will
expend resources to address its presence. Strain develops, then, if dealing with the
stressor is unsuccessful or if many resources are expended. For example, if at the end of a
shift, a corrections officer is told their replacement has not shown up for work and they
must work the next 8-hour shift, the officer may experience strain reactions in the second
shift as they may have less energy and less ability to concentrate after already having
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worked the previous shift. Upon subsequent resource expenditure, a loss spiral may
develop in which stress develops and resources are continually depleted. Using the same
example, this corrections officer may already be tired and exhausted from working their
previous double shift before their next regular shift starts. Getting through their normal
workday may be more taxing due to their weary state, and subsequently when they arrive
at home they would be more exhausted than the day before.
The second assumption of COR theory is that resources can generate new or
additional resources (Hobfoll, 2002). Hobfoll proposed that in the absence of stressors an
individual strives to obtain more resources. As a result, an individual can store resources
that can be expended in more trying times. Additionally, strain is thought to decrease
because the individual values the presence of additional resources. Another way one
might gain resources is through utilizing the resources one already possesses to gain more
resources. Through these two processes – obtaining new resources and generating more
resources through possession of these resources – resources appear to accumulate through
a gain spiral. This gain spiral is related to the next three assumptions of COR theory.
Third, individuals who possess more resources have a higher likelihood of avoiding
situations in which resources may be expended, allowing for a further gain of resources.
Fourth, if individuals who possess more resources encounter situations that demand
resource expenditure, they will be better prepared to address the situation. Fifth, as these
individuals possess more resources, they will be less negatively affected when they
expend resources to deal with a stressor, as they possess substitute resources to draw
from. Furthermore, the sixth assumption of COR theory stipulates that the influence of
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resources tends to hold across time and circumstances. In this sense, the value resources
hold for individuals is not fleeting or temporary. Lastly, the seventh assumption proposes
that as resources are valued in their own right, individuals who possess more resources
are viewed in a favorable light by both themselves and others.
COR theory can also be applied to answering the question of why the emotion
regulation strategies of suppression and reappraisal may have differential effects for
individual outcomes. Individuals who regulate their emotions through reappraisal may be
contributing to the gain spiral described by COR theory. As discussed, reappraisal can
occur early enough in the emotion generation process to potentially alter the entire
subsequent trajectory of an emotion (Gross & John, 2003). In doing so, reappraisal uses
fewer resources than suppression in the regulation of one’s emotions, as reappraisal does
not require the repeated and effortful act of self-regulation that is characteristic of
suppression (Gross, 2001). When a situation no longer requires emotion regulation, the
individual is left with an excess of resources. Based on the assumptions of COR theory,
the individual may use this opportunity to seek new resources, and use the resources they
have retained to generate new resources, thus creating a gain spiral (Hobfoll, 1989). COR
theory further suggests that individuals who have used reappraisal – and thus have
retained more resources – will be more likely to avoid resource-consuming situations,
will be more prepared to address these situations when they do face them, and will be less
negatively affected by the expenditure of resources due to their greater amount of
resources. All of these factors may contribute to reduced strain for the employee.
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COR theory may also be applied to explain that regulating emotions through
suppression contributes to a loss spiral of resources (Hobfoll, 1989). This argument is
elucidated by one consequence of the assumptions of COR theory: Dealing with stressors
can induce further resource loss if the primary stressor (i.e., a situation that requires
emotion regulation) evokes a response that is ineffective (i.e., suppression; Hobfoll,
2002). In this case, any gains achieved through dealing with the stressor are outweighed
by the loss of the effortful expenditure associated with suppression. Studies have shown
that suppression requires attentional and energy resources such as increased
cardiovascular activation and impaired memory (e.g., Richards & Gross, 1999).
Furthermore, suppression, compared with showing or more directly addressing one’s
feelings, can result in fewer social resources through having a reduced social connection
with others (Butler et al., 2003; Côté, 2005). As suppression consumes resources and
leaves an individual with little or no supplemental resources, COR theory suggests their
strain may increase based on the fact that they have fewer resources that can be valued,
and have fewer resources to seek out additional resources, both of which would
contribute to strain.
Grandey, Foo, Groth, and Goodwin (2012) incorporated COR theory in a study
that examined how emotion regulation contributed to burnout. The authors surveyed 359
health care providers nested within 48 units in a large metropolitan hospital and asked
about how much patient-initiated mistreatment they experienced, how often they engaged
in surface acting, their strain, and how a unit-level construct, climate of authenticity,
moderated the effect of surface acting on strain. Based on the assumptions of COR
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theory, Grandey et al. (2012) reasoned that increased strain would partially be explained
by the resource losses resulting from the use of surface acting during interactions with
patients. As predicted, their findings indicated that surface acting partially mediated the
effect of patient-initiated mistreatment on strain, indicating that patient-initiated
mistreatment had an indirect effect on strain through the influence of surface acting. They
additionally reasoned that climate of authenticity, measured at the unit-level, could serve
as an opportunity to replenish resources lost during surface acting. Their findings
corroborated this hypothesis, as climate of authenticity significantly moderated the
relationship between surface acting and strain.
Employee Strain
In the current study, two constructs will be used to conceptualize employee strain:
burnout and psychological distress.
Burnout. Burnout is an affective reaction to ongoing stressors characterized by
high levels of exhaustion and negative attitudes towards one’s work (Maslach et al.,
2001). More specifically, Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, and Schaufeli (2001)
conceptualize burnout as consisting of two dimensions: exhaustion and disengagement.
Exhaustion is defined as a consequence of intensive physical, affective, and cognitive
strain, perhaps as a long-term consequence of prolonged exposure to work demands.
Disengagement refers to distancing oneself from one’s work, and experiencing negative
attitudes toward the work object, work content, or one’s work in general. Since research
has suggested that features of the job environment (e.g., chronic workload) are strongly
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related to burnout, burnout is an especially relevant outcome in the work context (Lee &
Ashforth, 1996).
Most research suggests that job characteristics, such as chronic stress from high
workload, are the strongest predictors of burnout (e.g., Melamed et al., 2006). Many
studies have examined burnout and have identified a number of correlates of burnout. A
meta-analysis by Lee and Ashforth (1996) found that across 61 studies job stressors –
role conflict, role stress, stressful events, workload, and work pressure – were strongly,
positively correlated with exhaustion. Several support resources were negatively
correlated with exhaustion (i.e., having a community bond and family resources); several
job enhancement opportunities were negatively correlated with exhaustion (i.e.,
innovation, participation, skill utilization, task orientation); reinforcement contingencies
were correlated with exhaustion (i.e., unmet expectations and noncontingent punishments
were positively related, contingent rewards were negatively related). Additionally,
control coping and organizational commitment were negatively related, and turnover
intentions were positively related, to exhaustion. Depersonalization (conceptually similar
to disengagement; Demerouti et al., 2001) was strongly correlated with some similar, but
some different, work characteristics. The consequences of burnout appear to be
numerous. Research has identified various outcomes of burnout for employees, including
increased risk of cardiovascular disease and sleep disturbances (Melamed et al., 2006).
Burnout may also predict reduced commitment, decreased job satisfaction, increased
turnover intentions (Shirom, 2003).
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Psychological distress. Regulating one’s emotions at work additionally also has
the potential to affect the mental and psychological strain of employees. As such, this
study will examine an outcome measure of general psychological distress, or a general
indicator of the presence of a mental disorder (Kessler et al., 2002).1 Individuals suffering
from a wide variety of mental disorders tend to share cognitive, behavioral, emotional,
and psychophysiological symptoms (Dohrenwend, Shrout, Ergi, & Mendelsohn, 1980),
and the presence of these may manifest itself as psychological distress. Kessler et al.
(2002) have suggested that measures of general psychological distress are useful as tools
for screening for mental illness.
Psychological distress can refer to clinical mental health illnesses, but it has also
been conceptualized as similar to strain, depression, or anxiety when studied in the
workplace. Across occupations, high amounts of job demands have been positively
associated with greater psychological distress (Marshall, Barnett, & Sayer, 1997).
Though psychological distress is not as often studied as an outcome variable as a less
severe type of strain outcome, it may be more particularly relevant in certain occupations,
such as corrections, as recent research has suggested. In a study of 220 corrections
officers, Obidoa et al. (2011) found that 31% of the participant scores for psychological
distress indicated the presence of serious psychological distress, or depression.

1

Though mental health is often assessed through fully structured research diagnostic interviews, Kessler et
al. (2002) developed a short scale to screen for the presence of non-specific psychological distress. The
scale development was motivated by a review of mental health screening scales developed prior to 1980.
The scale that Kessler et al. (2002) developed aimed to measure the presence of general psychological
distress among individuals. In this way, measuring psychological distress using Kessler et al.’s (2002) can
be an efficient tool for identifying the presence of the symptoms characteristic of a variety of serious
mental illnesses without conducting a full clinical diagnostic interview.
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Emotion Regulation and Employee Strain
I offer three explanations for how reappraisal and suppression will be linked to
employee strain. First, according to the process in which emotions are generated and
emotion regulation occurs, suppression occurs late in the emotion generative process and
requires the individual to continually exert effort to manage the emotion response
tendencies as they arise (Gross & John, 2003). Repeated efforts to suppress emotions
may consume cognitive resources that may otherwise be used in the social contexts in
which these emotions arise (e.g., Richards & Gross, 1999). Second, suppression creates a
sense of incongruence within an individual, or a discrepancy between their inner
experience and outward expression of emotions (John & Gross, 2004). This sense of
inauthenticity may be associated with negative feelings about the individual and alienate
the individual from others and even themselves (Sheldon, Ryan, Rawsthorne, & Ilardi,
1997), possibly contributing to strain. Third, I argue that the gain spiral process
postulated by COR theory offers an explanation in which individuals can continually gain
resources that will likely be associated with reappraisal (Hobfoll, 1989). Oppositely,
individuals can continually lose resources through a loss spiral, and I propose this will be
associated with suppression.
Past research suggests there could be a negative relationship between certain
types of antecedent-focused strategies and strain, despite recent meta-analytic findings
(Hülsheger and Schewe, 2011) that suggested a null relationship. For instance, Kruml and
Geddes (2000) found that among a sample of 427 service employees, surface acting was
positively associated with burnout, as expected, but deep acting was negatively
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associated with burnout. The authors noted that employees who expressed their true
feelings (i.e., were deep acting) were in better health than those who faked their emotions
(i.e., were surface acting). Thus, these suggest that deep acting may not be weakly
associated with strain in a positive direction, but that the relationship may be negative
under certain circumstances. In Kruml and Geddes’ (2000) study, for instance, the
workers may have used different strategies to engage in deep acting than workers in other
studies did (e.g., reappraisal), accounting for the negative relationship between deep
acting and strain.
To specifically examine whether emotion regulation processes were associated
with different outcomes, Gross and John (2003) conducted a series of studies to examine
the differential outcomes associated with reappraisal and suppression emotion regulation
strategies. Specifically, they found that when individuals tended to use reappraisal to
regulate emotions, these individuals experienced less general strain (e.g., positive
relations with others, personal growth, life satisfaction; βs ranged from .23 to .41), and
lower levels of depression (βs ranged from -.23 to -.29). Conversely, individuals who
used suppression to regulate emotions experienced more strain, (βs ranged from -.22 to .46), and higher levels of depression (βs ranged from .23 to .27). Gross and John (2003)
also found that individuals who tended to reappraise emotions experienced more positive
emotions (βs = .42 for mood, .35 for discrete emotions) and fewer negative emotions (βs
= -51. for mood, -.47 for discrete emotions), while individuals who tended to use
suppression experienced fewer positive emotions (βs = -.33 for mood, -.58 for discrete
emotions) and more negative emotions (βs = .39 for mood, .36 for discrete emotions).
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Overall, the authors concluded their results indicated that there is strong evidence for a
set of divergent outcomes associated with reappraisal and suppression across several
independent samples.
Therefore, I hypothesize that when emotion regulation strategies are measured in
the workplace, reappraisal of emotions will be negatively related to strain (i.e., burnout
and psychological distress), and that suppression of emotions will be positively related to
strain.
Hypothesis 1a: Engaging in reappraisal to regulate emotions at work will be
negatively related to strain.
Hypothesis 1b: Engaging in suppression to regulate emotions at work will be
positively related to strain.
Emotion Regulation and Recovery Experiences
This study will also examine relationships between emotion regulation strategies
and recovery experiences outside of work. Recovery from work can be described as the
process during which individual functions that have been called upon during work return
to their prestressor levels (Meijman & Mulder, 1998). The recovery process has been
conceptualized as a psycho-physiological process opposite of the strain process, in which
an individual’s psychobiological systems that have been stressed return to their
prestressor levels. Research on recovery from work suggests that employees can recover
from work (e.g., after their shift ends, during evenings, on weekends) by removing
themselves from work demands and engaging in nonwork-related activities (Sonnentag &
Fritz, 2007). Research on recovery from work has revealed that this recovery time is
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necessary for individuals to allow the psychobiological systems that were activated
during work to re-stabilize and to replenish resources (e.g., affective states, well-being)
that were lost during the workday (e.g. Fritz, Sonnentag, Spector, & Monroe, 2010;
Siltaloppi, Kinnunen, & Feldt, 2009; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). Individuals who are
unable to fully recover from work demands are likely to experience detrimental health
outcomes, including depressive symptoms, burnout, increased health complaints, and
increased risk of mortality (Kivimäki et al., 2006; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007).
Sonnentag and Fritz (2007) identified underlying experiences that are common
among many specific recovery activities. For this study, I propose that emotion regulation
will be associated with three of these experiences: Psychological detachment, relaxation,
and mastery. Psychological detachment is described as an “individual’s sense of being
away from the work situation” (Etzion, Eden, & Lapidot, 1998, p. 579); individuals who
are psychologically detached from work are both separated from the physical work
situation and refrain from thinking about work or job-related problems or opportunities
(Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). Relaxation is characterized by a state of low activation and
increased positive affect (Stone, Kennedy-Moore, & Neale, 1995), and is associated with
activities such as meditation or taking a light walk. Mastery experiences are off-job
activities that distract from the job by providing challenging experiences and learning
opportunities in other domains, such as learning a new language or building something as
part of a hobby (Fritz & Sonnentag, 2006).
The ways in which recovery experiences affect strain have been explained in
previous studies by several theoretical frameworks. In the following sections, I briefly

26

discuss the two most prominent theories in the recovery literature: The effort-recovery
model and COR theory. I then give an overview of research findings regarding predictors
of recovery experiences, and discuss how the two types of emotion regulation strategies
(i.e., reappraisal and suppression) can either hinder or contribute to the processes that
explain recovery.
Effort-recovery model. The effort-recovery model (E-R model; Meijman &
Mulder, 1998) provides a conceptual framework to explain the process of recovery from
work. Recovery refers to a process in which an individual’s functional systems that have
been called upon during work return to their prestressor levels. The E-R model explains
that expending effort at work leads to load reactions, which can include physiological,
behavioral, and subjective responses to effort expenditure. Load reactions can occur as a
result of performing activities at work – in other words, they are a byproduct of the effort
one exerts in the course of completing tasks at work (e.g., the eye strain one experiences
from staring at a computer; Meijman & Mulder, 1998). Recovery, therefore, occurs when
the individual is no longer faced with work demands or demands similar to those they
experience at work, and built-up load reactions are diminished. Adequate recovery can
result in restored mood and decreased physiological strain (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007).
This recovery process, therefore, can be perceived as the opposite of the strain process. If
the psycho-physiological systems that are taxed during work are not allowed to recover,
the E-R model explains that this incomplete recovery process will require the individual
to expend more resources to offset the unfinished recovery in order to perform at work.
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As load reactions continue to accumulate without proper recovery, individual strain may
increase.
Conservation of resources theory. As discussed previously, COR theory
(Hobfoll, 1989) proposes that strain reactions may develop within an individual when
resources are threatened or when an individual actually experiences a loss of resources. In
the context of recovery from work, COR theory can be used to explain how an individual
can reverse this process and rebuild their resources. Recovery researchers have used COR
theory to explain that individuals who engage in recovery experiences outside of work
can restore or replenish resources, especially internal resources such as energy, selfefficacy, and positive mood, that have been expended or lost while working (Fritz et al.,
2010; Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). Recovery experiences that either build new resources or
replenish ones that have been threatened or lost can assist an individual in overcoming
strain reactions resulting from resources lost while working (Moreno-Jiménez et al.,
2009; Sonnentag, Binnewies, & Mojza, 2008). Findings from studies on recovery
experiences have been fairly consistent with one of the assumptions of COR theory: In
the absence of stressors, individuals strive to obtain resources (Hobfoll, 1989, 2002).
Predictors of recovery. While early studies on recovery from work focused
mainly on the effects that time away from work had on strain and job performance, more
recent research has started identifying workplace and individual factors that either aid or
hinder recovery experiences during nonwork time. These findings indicate that specific
job demands and job stressors can interfere with the recovery experiences one has outside
of work. One study found that workload during the day, specifically chronic time
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pressure and day-specific work hours, led to a lower likelihood that individuals were able
to psychologically detach from work during evenings (Sonnentag & Bayer, 2005). Other
studies have provided additional evidence that situational job characteristics such as time
pressure, role ambiguity, situational constraints, and hours of overtime are negatively
associated with psychological detachment (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007), perhaps through
the increase in rumination, prolonged activation, and negative affect associated with
increased demands (Cropley & Purvis, 2003).
So far, few studies have examined predictors of recovery experiences that are
conceptually similar to emotion regulation. Volmer, Binnewies, Sonnentag, and Niessen
(2012) focused their study on social conflicts with customers among a sample of civil
service agents, and whether these negative interactions had an effect on nonwork
recovery experiences. The authors argued that these conflicts are typically brief, negative
interactions that offer the employee no opportunity to address or resolve any
consequences from these interactions after they occur. As expected, they found that daily
social conflicts with customers were negatively associated with psychological
detachment, and positively associated with negative work reflection, or considering the
negative aspects of one’s job (Fritz & Sonnentag, 2006), among civil service agents
during nonwork time.
One study examined a similar construct that was conceptualized as a workplace
stressor – emotional dissonance – and found that emotional dissonance was associated
with lower levels of psychological detachment in a sample of Protestant pastors
(Sonnentag et al., 2010). Another recent study also found that emotional dissonance
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during the workday predicted lower levels of positive work reflection, or thinking about
the positive aspects of one’s work, after working hours (Sonnentag & Grant, 2012). Both
of these studies were among the first to explore the relationship between emotional
dissonance and recovery from work. In the present study, I aim to extend the research on
recovery and emotion regulation in several ways. First, while the previous studies only
found relationships among experiences related to mental disengagement and emotional
dissonance, I propose that three recovery experiences will be linked with emotion
regulation strategies. Second, I also reason that examining the link between specific
emotion regulation strategies and recovery experiences may yield specific, interpretable
results with potential applications, and that these relationships exist in an occupation (i.e.,
corrections) previously unexamined in recovery research.
Emotion Regulation and Recovery Experiences
In the current study, I postulate that depending on the type of emotion regulation
strategies an employee uses at work, their nonwork recovery experiences may either be
enhanced or hindered. Specifically, I argue that reappraisal will be positively related to
recovery experiences. Experimental findings support the idea that implementing
reappraisal strategies may influence neural, experiential, and behavioral manifestations of
emotion over time (Goldin et al., 2008). When employees who tend to reappraise
emotions in work situations leave work, they have likely reduced the consequences of
negative interactions and experiences that they experienced, leaving them with fewer
situations to ruminate on. This would be associated with a reduction of perseverative
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thinking and increased cognitive resources, allowing the individual to engage in
psychological detachment.
Employees who use reappraisal should experience higher levels of relaxation as
well. Empirical evidence shows individuals who tend to use reappraisal also experience
positive emotions (Gross & John, 2003), which may be related to their ability to relax.
Relaxation is characterized by the presence of low-activated positive affect (Stone et al.,
1995), and the positive emotions that the employee who reappraises carries over from the
workplace could help to facilitate relaxation experiences. This transfer of personal
resources (i.e., positive emotions) could contribute to improved experiences at home that
are relaxing.
Individuals who reappraise and experience more positive emotions may also be
more likely to engage in mastery experiences. Mastery experiences require an investment
of self-regulatory resources (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). As previously noted, reappraisal
occurs earlier in the emotion generative process, thus requiring fewer resources to use
and preserving more resources for the individual (Gross, 1998). Employees who
reappraise emotions at work will be able to transfer more resources from the workplace to
their nonwork domain, of which they can invest in mastery experiences. In summary, I
hypothesize that reappraisal will be positively related to recovery experiences.
Hypothesis 2a: Reappraisal will be positively related to recovery experiences
(psychological detachment, relaxation, and mastery) during nonwork time.
Oppositely, I argue that suppression is likely to interfere with recovery
experiences. Experimental findings suggest that the sustained activation resulting from
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suppression may be physiologically taxing and may disturb physiological and
psychological functioning (Goldin et al., 2008). As suppression theoretically is unhelpful
in reducing the experience of negative emotion (Gross, 1998), these emotions arising
from negative work experiences may remain unresolved and linger past the end of the
workday. An employee that employs suppression during an unpleasant interaction with a
coworker, for instance, may ruminate or continue to think about this interaction while
they are away from work. This is consistent with findings that have shown suppression to
be associated with rumination (Gross & John, 2003).
Similarly, the employee who continues to ruminate over unresolved emotional
encounters at work may experience increased cognitive and physiological activation. This
increased activation may directly affect relaxation, as an individual may find it difficult to
enjoy the low-activation state of relaxation while still highly activated from the day’s
events. There is also neurological evidence suggesting that although suppression can
reduce negative emotion and behavior (i.e., facial expressions), it also sustains elevated
responses in the amygdala and insula, suggesting the sustained activation characteristic of
suppression can tax physical and psychological functioning (Goldin et al., 2008). This
suggests that employees who repeatedly suppress emotions throughout the workday may
accumulate load reactions that could interfere with their ability to relax (Meijman &
Mulder, 1998), as their physiological systems will remain in an active state.
Finally, suppression also consumes resources necessary for an individual to
absorb themselves in certain recovery experiences. As a response-focused emotion
regulation strategy, suppression requires the individual to engage in effortful
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management of their emotions, which is theorized to consume cognitive resources
(Gross, 1998; Gross & John, 2003). For these reasons, for individuals who tend to use
suppression while at work, the consistent use of suppression may drain a greater amount
of the employee’s personal resources at the end of each day. This may leave the
individual without the resources necessary to engage in the self-regulation needed to
participate in mastery experiences (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). In summary, I hypothesize
that suppression will be negatively related to psychological detachment, relaxation, and
mastery during nonwork time.
Hypothesis 2b: Suppression will be negatively related to recovery experiences
(psychological detachment, relaxation, and mastery) during nonwork time.
Recovery Experiences and Employee Strain
A large body of research has established that recovery experiences can lessen
strain reactions stemming from the workplace (e.g., Moreno-Jiménez et al., 2009;
Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007; Volmer et al., 2012). Research on recovery experiences has
shown that individuals who are unable to recover from work demands may suffer from
impaired health and greater strain (e.g., Sonnentag & Bayer, 2005; Sonnentag & Fritz,
2007; Sonnentag et al., 2008). For example, Sonnentag et al. (2008) gathered daily survey
data from 166 public administration employees over the course of one week. They found
that a lack of psychological detachment in the evening was associated with higher fatigue
the following morning. Relaxation in the evening was associated with serenity the next
morning, and mastery experiences were associated with higher positive affect. This study
illustrated that individuals can use daily recovery experiences to lessen their strain. Other
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studies have shown that individual can use other nonwork time to recuperate from work.
For instance, Sonnentag et al. (2010) measured recovery experiences at the end of the
weekend and affective experiences on the following Friday in a sample of German school
teachers. They found that psychological detachment positively predicted feelings of
serenity, and relaxation positively predicted feelings of joviality, self-assurance, and
serenity, and negatively predicted fear and sadness. Mastery experiences were positively
associated with joviality, self-assurance, and serenity experienced at the end of the
weekend. Other studies have found that recovery was associated with lessened strain over
vacation (Fritz & Sonnentag, 2006), extended respite periods (i.e., sabbaticals; Davidson
et al., 2010), and even during short breaks at work (Fritz, Lam, Spreitzer, 2011).
Studies on recovery have also specifically linked recovery experiences to burnout,
psychological distress, and related outcomes. Sonnentag & Fritz (2007) found that
psychological detachment was linked to fewer health complaints, depressive symptoms,
and sleep problems, lower emotional exhaustion and need for recovery, and higher levels
of life satisfaction (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). Relaxation was linked to fewer health
complaints and sleep problems, lower levels of emotional exhaustion and need for
recovery, and higher levels of life satisfaction. Mastery experiences were linked to fewer
depressive symptoms, lower levels of emotional exhaustion and need for recovery, and
higher levels of life satisfaction. Other studies that examined recovery experiences and
strain have found similar results regarding burnout and psychological distress (i.e., Fritz
& Sonnentag, 2005; Marzuq & Drach-Zahavy, 2012; Ragsdale, Beehr, Grebner, & Han,
2011). Therefore, consistent with a number of past findings of the relationship between
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recovery experiences and strain, I hypothesize that employees’ recovery experiences at
work will negatively predict strain.
Hypothesis 3a: Psychological detachment will be negatively related to strain.
Hypothesis 3b: Relaxation will be negatively related to strain.
Hypothesis 3c: Mastery will be negatively related to strain.
Recovery Experiences as a Mediator
Recent research has begun to examine recovery (and incomplete recovery), as an
underlying mechanism between job stressors and strain (Geurts & Sonnentag, 2006;
Kinnunen et al., 2011). Geurts and Sonnentag (2006) reviewed research on recovery and
considered recovery to be a vital link between stressful work characteristics and
employee health. Kinnunen et al. (2011) specifically argued that recovery experiences
could be incorporated into the Job Demands-Resources model (JD-R; Demerouti et al.,
2001). They reasoned that the JD-R could be expanded upon, as it does not take into
account the role of personal resources in the relationship between work characteristics
and strain. The explained that recovery experiences could be included in this model as a
mediating mechanism, as recovery is a process that fosters and protects personal
resources that can explain how job stressors can be associated with strain and health
problems. Using the JD-R model and past research as a framework, the authors
hypothesized that job demands would be factors that inhibited recovery, resulting in
strain, while job resources could facilitate recovery, resulting in lessened strain
(Demerouti, Bakker, Geurts, & Taris, 2009).
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Kinnunen et al. (2011) named their addition to the JD-R model the Job-DemandsResources-Recovery (JD-R-R) model, and tested it using a sample of 527 Finnish
employees from various occupations. The authors found partial support for their new
model. First, they found that psychological detachment fully mediated the effects of job
demands on fatigue at work. High demands at work were associated with poor
psychological detachment from work, which in turn was associated with elevated levels
of fatigue. Second, mastery partially mediated the effects of job resources on work
engagement. The relationship between high job resources and high levels of work
engagement were partially explained by high levels of mastery experiences. The results
of this study suggest that an employee’s experience job stressors affect their ability to
engage in recovery experiences, which in turn can affect their health and strain.
Motivated by these recent findings, therefore, the current study aims to extend the
past research by examining how recovery experiences act as a mediating mechanism
between emotion regulation at work and strain. Employees who indicate habitual use of
reappraisal at work may conserve more resources at work by using an emotion regulation
strategy theorized to be less effortful (Gross, 1998). By conserving more resources and
using a strategy that does not keep psychobiological systems activated for an extended
period of time, these employees should be more easily able to engage in recovery
experiences, which in turn will be negatively associated with strain. The opposite may be
true for employees who indicate frequent use of suppression at work. Suppression is
associated with negative physiological and psychological outcomes (Gross & John,
2003). Employees who tend to regulate emotions through suppression are actively
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consuming resources. By using suppression, these employees are using more resources to
regulate their emotions, effectively increasing the effects that job demands may have on
their strain. Therefore, the result may be an association with a decreased ability to engage
in recovery experiences, and higher levels of strain.
In sum, I argue that reappraisal as a structural, personal resource builds resources,
like building a muscle, while suppression consistently consumes resources over time.
Furthermore, I argue that recovery experiences are part of the mechanism that underlies
the relationship between emotion regulation and strain. Specifically, employees who
indicate high use of reappraisal will experience higher levels of recovery experiences
during nonwork time, and higher levels of recovery experiences will be negatively
associated with strain. Employees who indicate high use of suppression will experience
lower levels of recovery experiences during nonwork time, and lower levels of recovery
experiences will be negatively associated with well being. Finally, I propose this is a
partial mediation, as recovery experiences may not be the sole mechanism linking
emotion regulation to strain. For example, individuals who reappraise their emotions may
foster a sense of congruence within oneself, which can directly and negatively affect
strain, while individuals who suppress emotions contribute to strain through a sense of
inner discrepancy (John & Gross, 2004).
Hypothesis 4a: Recovery experiences will mediate the relationship between
reappraisal and strain. Specifically, reappraisal will be positively related to
recovery experiences, and higher levels of recovery experiences will be
negatively related to strain.
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Hypothesis 4b: Recovery experiences will mediate the relationship between
suppression and strain. Specifically, suppression will be negatively related to
recovery experiences and lower levels of recovery experiences will be positively
related to strain.
Does Coping Matter?
In addition to the proposed mediation hypotheses, I take an exploratory approach
to examine whether individual differences in the use of certain coping strategies may
moderate the relationships between emotion regulation, recovery experiences, and strain.
Including these differences in this study may provide more information about what types
of factors contribute to individual strain in the current sample (Lazarus, 1999).
Research on coping has found that individuals tend to differ in their use of a
variety of coping styles as a fairly stable individual difference (e.g., Carver et al., 1989;
Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). These strategies individuals use to cope have been commonly
researched using a distinction between two types of coping. Problem-focused coping is
aimed at solving a problem or doing something to address the source of the stress.
Emotion-focused coping is aimed at reducing or managing emotional distress associated
with, or caused by, the situation (Carver et al., 1989; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). The
current study will focus on emotion-focused coping in accordance with the “matching
hypothesis” in work stress research (e.g., de Jonge & Dormann, 2006). Research on the
stressor-strain relationship has found that the type of factor that is theorized to buffer
against strain should be especially successful when this factor corresponds to, or matches
at an emotional or physical level, the type of stressor the individual is experiencing. As
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emotion regulation and strain are largely affective constructs, emotion-focused coping is
theorized to be more closely ‘matched’ than problem-focused coping. Additionally,
problem-focused coping has been theorized to be more relevant when an individual feels
like something can be done about the situation, while emotion-focused coping may be
more useful when the individual has little control over changing or mitigating the effect
of the stressor (Carver et al., 1989). In the current study, it is possible that the corrections
officers believe that regulating emotions is part of their job (Nylander et al., 2011), and
therefore problem-focus coping has less potential utility. Accordingly, this study includes
two coping strategies that an individual may be likely to use while under stress, namely,
seeking social support for emotional reasons, and focus on and venting of emotions,
which are defined in detail below.
Emotion-focused Coping Strategies
A specific coping strategy that could positively benefit an employee who engaged
in emotion regulation is seeking social support for emotional reasons (henceforth,
emotional social support), which includes getting moral support, sympathy, or
understanding (Carver et al., 1989). This coping strategy may be a healthy way for
individuals to release their feelings regarding their emotional strains. It may be functional
in helping a person who feels insecure following a stressful situation to be reassured in a
supportive manner. In this way, the support may also foster a return to problem-focused
coping, which may ultimately be necessary to resolve the stressor. However, emotional
social support is also considered by researchers to be a double-edged sword (Carver et al.,
1989). If emotional social support is used by an individual to vent their feelings, it may
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not be functional in reducing the effect of the stressor. This may be related to the second
type of coping strategy, focus on and venting of emotions (henceforth, venting emotions),
a strategy which indicates a tendency to focus on the source of distress one is
experiencing and to voice these feelings (Carver et al., 1989). This strategy may be
associated with ruminating about these feelings for extended periods of time and could
interfere with the ability to adjust to the situation. A recent review has indicated the
effectiveness of these two strategies may be context-dependent (Stanton & Low, 2012),
and that these two strategies may be difficult to differentiate from one another.
Emotion-focused coping strategies may explain additional overall variance when
included as a moderator of the relationships between emotion regulation, recovery
experiences, and strain. By including it in these relationships, it is especially important to
address how coping is related to, but conceptually different from, recovery experiences.
Although the development of the recovery literature partially was influenced by the stress
and coping tradition, recovery experiences are distinct from individual coping strategies
in at least two ways. First, on a conceptual level, recovery experiences are the
experiences an employee has when they are away from work (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007).
Therefore, recovery experiences are domain-specific. Coping strategies, on the other
hand, are individual differences that describe what the individual tends to do when they
appraise a situation as stressful (Lazarus, 1999). An individual may employ these coping
strategies while at work or while away from work. Second, some empirical evidence
exists that differentiates coping and recovery experiences. Specifically, Sonnentag and
Fritz (2007), using a large sample from various occupations, found that the recovery
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experiences included in the present study were correlated with coping [Psychological
detachment (r = -.19 for emotional social support, .07 for venting emotions), relaxation (r
= .33, .16), and mastery (r = .07, .03)]. Overall, these findings indicate that recovery
experiences were at best moderately related to coping strategies, providing some
empirical support that they are separate constructs.
Possible mechanisms of emotion-focused coping. While emotion-focused
coping has historically thought to be maladaptive, more recent research has suggested
that individuals may protect themselves from strain in stressful situations by expressing
their emotions (Stanton & Low, 2012). To better understand under what circumstances an
individual may benefit from emotion-focused coping, Stanton and Low (2012) suggested
that the characteristics of the stressor, individual, social context, and emotion expressions
themselves determine whether coping by expressing emotions is beneficial for reducing
strain. The authors also suggested several mechanisms that may explain how emotional
expression may be effective. First, labeling emotions is a process that may dampen their
power: putting one’s feelings into words can lessen the felt intensity of the emotion and
reduce the activation in areas of the brain involved in emotion processing (i.e., the
amygdala). Second, another explanation is that emotion expression can foster better
understanding and appraisal of the situation, thus providing people with an opportunity to
clarify their meaning of the situation. This is related to a third mechanism, namely that
expressive coping can direct people towards important goals, identify impediments to
goal achievement, and create pathways for accomplishing their goals. Furthermore, this
type of coping can provide an opportunity to confront the source of stress, allowing for
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adjustment to the stressor over time and reduced physiological reactivity to thoughts or
emotions about the stressor.
Emotion-Focused Coping As a Moderator
Within the literature on coping, some evidence supports the use of these specific
emotion-focused coping strategies as moderators. Meta-analytic evidence suggests that
general social support, or the availability and quality of relationships one has with others,
plays an important role in the workplace (Viswesvaran, Sanchez, & Fischer, 1999).
General social support related to work stressors reduced strains experienced, mitigated
perceived stressors, and moderated the stressor-strain relationship across 68 studies
(Viswesvaran et al., 1999). Other studies have found that the proposed coping strategies
are linked with strain. For example, Litman & Lunsford (2009) found that the frequency
of using emotional social support was negatively related to diminishment, or feelings of
helplessness, reduced self-esteem, and greater pessimism, while venting emotions
positively predicted diminishment after a stressful event.
It is possible that coping strategies moderate three of the previously proposed
relationships. First, coping that occurs after leaving work and before an employee
engages in a recovery experience could reduce the spillover of strain into the employee’s
nonwork domain. Successful coping could help reduce the occurrence of ruminating
thoughts and allow the individual to detach, relax, or engage in mastery experiences
without feeling distracted. Second, coping could moderate the relationship between
emotion regulation and strain. Here, successful or beneficial coping could directly buffer
the impact on strain for individuals who tend to suppress their emotions at work by
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providing an outlet for addressing the suppressed feelings. Or, coping could further
enhance the negative association between reappraisal and strain by providing an
additional structural resource that the employee will value, regardless of the frequency in
which they actually engage in coping. Lastly, coping could be useful after a recovery
experience and further lessen strain. Even though the link between recovery and strain
has been previously established, it may be helpful to first engage in a recovery experience
to take a break from the stressors at work, then address the specific stressor through
coping.
Research Question 1: Will coping strategies (emotional social support, venting
emotions) moderate the relationship between emotion regulation and recovery
experiences?
Research Question 2: Will coping strategies moderate the relationship between
emotion regulation and strain?
Research Question 3: Will coping strategies moderate the relationship between
recovery experiences and strain?
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Chapter 2
Method
Participants and Procedure
Participants in this study were corrections officers employed by the state of
Oregon. The data were collected as part of an ongoing research project. Surveys were
distributed among all 14 correctional institutions in the state over a period of several
months by staggering the distribution of the survey to groups of institutions. For each
institution, an email invitation was sent to all correctional officers by 1) the
superintendent of the institution, 2) a union representative, and 3) a member of the
research department. The emails contained directions for taking the survey, and included
both a link to the online version and directions for how to acquire a paper version of the
study, if preferred. Participants were informed that a survey was being conducted to
examine work stress and strain among correctional officers. Participants were told that
the survey would be available for them to take for two weeks. After one week, the
superintendent sent a reminder email out to their institution and emphasized how valuable
each individual response was. The documents described here can be found in Appendices
B-H. More information about each facility is presented in Appendix I.
There are 2,461 corrections officers employed by the state. A total of 1,370
corrections officers took the survey for an initial response rate of 54%. Thirty-nine of the
respondents indicated that they did not work as a security staff member, and were
excluded from analysis. Additionally, we received 14 responses from a team of officers
who transport offenders between facilities and judicial facilities, and we excluded these
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responses from analysis as well, leaving a total sample size of N = 1317. Upon further
examination of the data, we discovered that some of the surveys were not completed. To
address this, we used listwise deletion in analyses where appropriate. Therefore, the
sample size for each analysis varied, depending on how many participants responded to
the variables included in the analysis.
In the survey, we informed the participants that their responses would be
anonymous. The online survey and the paper survey contained the same questions. The
paper survey packets included one survey and a stamped envelope addressed to the
researchers. The online survey was operated through the online survey software
Qualtrics, and responses were sent directly to the researchers.
Prior to developing and distributing the survey, our research team2 conducted site
visits at three of the facilities in the study. The purpose of these site visits was to make
observations of the work environment of the corrections officers to inform our choices of
what items should be included on the survey. The particular sites were chosen in order to
make observations at minimum (Columbia River Correctional Institution), medium
(Coffee Creek Correctional Facility), and maximum (Oregon State Penitentiary) security
facilities. During each visit, we met with members of the representing union and
administration and were given a tour of the facility. During the tour, we recorded our
observations and asked questions. After touring the facility, we conducted interviews
with two corrections officers at each facility. These officers were selected with the help
of the administration and union representatives so we were able to speak with officers
2

The author was a member of the research team, along with Dr. Charlotte Fritz, Dr. Leslie Hammer, and
David Meier.
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with varying years of service from different backgrounds. The interviews were semistructured; we brought a list of pre-determined questions to each interview, but allowed
the topics to vary based on the responses of each officer. After all of our site visits had
concluded, we developed a survey that we believed would best quantify a wide variety of
workplace factors that had either been identified by past research or that we had observed
during our site visits.
Measures
Select measures from the survey were used in the present study. The measures of
emotion regulation, recovery experiences, and strain asked the participant to refer to the
past month as a time frame for their responses. The measures of coping strategies asked
the participant to answer regarding how they generally respond to stressors.
Emotion regulation. The Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (ERQ; Gross &
John, 2003) was used to measure suppression and reappraisal as emotion regulation
strategies. The ERQ consisted of ten items on a 5-point rating scale, ranging from 1 (Not
at all) to 5 (Very much). The scale was modified by adding the phrase ‘while at work’ to
the directions for the scale. Research has shown that the validity of personality-type
scales can be improved by changing the frame of reference to focus on the workplace
(Hunthausen, Truxillo, Bauer, & Hammer, 2003; Shaffer & Postlethwaite, 2012). The
reappraisal subscale consisted of six items. A sample item from this scale was “I control
my emotions by changing the way I think about the situation I’m in.” Cronbach’s alpha
for reappraisal in this sample was .88. The suppression subscale consisted of four items.
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A sample item from the scale was “I keep my emotions to myself.” Cronbach’s alpha for
the scale was .76.
Strain. The Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI; Demerouti, Bakker, Vardakou,
& Kantas, 2003) was used to assess exhaustion and disengagement as two dimensions of
burnout. The OLBI consisted of sixteen items on a 5-point rating scale, ranging from 1
(Not at all) to 5 (Very much). The exhaustion subscale consisted of eight items. A sample
item from the scale was “After my work, I needed more time to relax than in the past to
become fit again.” Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .85. The disengagement subscale
consisted of eight items. A sample item from the scale was “I tended to think less during
my work and just execute it mechanically.” Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .76. For
each of the scales, four items were reverse-coded.
The K-6 was used to assess psychological distress (Kessler et al., 2002). The scale
consisted of six items on a 5-point rating system, ranging from 1 (none of the time) to 5
(all of the time). The scale asked the participants how often in the past month they felt
one of the response options, with a sample being “so sad that nothing could cheer you
up?” Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .88.
Recovery experiences. The Recovery Experience Questionnaire (REQ;
Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) was used to measure psychological detachment, relaxation, and
mastery experiences during nonwork time. Each subscale of the REQ consisted of four
items on a 5-point rating scale, ranging from 1 (Not at all) to 5 (Very much). A sample
item from the psychological detachment scale was “I forgot about my work.” Cronbach’s
alpha for the scale was .74. A sample item from the relaxation scale was “I kicked back
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and relaxed.” Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .91. A sample item from the mastery
scale was “I learned new things.” Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .86.
Coping. Two subscales from the COPE were used to measure how often a
participant typically employs a certain coping strategy when they encounter stress
(Carver et al., 1989). Each subscale consisted of four items on a 5-point rating system,
ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always). A sample item from the seeking social support for
emotional reasons subscale was “I try to get emotional support from friends or relatives.”
Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .89. A sample item from the focus on and venting of
emotions subscale was “I get upset and let my emotions out.” Cronbach’s alpha for the
scale was .72.
Control Variables. Several control variables were included in the study. First,
gender was controlled for in the analyses, as research on emotion regulation has indicated
that men tend to suppress their emotions more frequently than women (Gross & John,
2003). Second, age was controlled for, as some research has suggested that individuals
reappraise emotions with greater frequency as they become older (John & Gross, 2004).
Third, job tenure was controlled for. Employees who are with an organization for longer
expend energy over time and are more likely to experience burnout (Zohar, 1997).
Fourth, hours worked per week were controlled for, as the amount of hours an individual
works may be a boundary condition that interferes with the time they spend recovering
from work and may also impede their well being. Fifth, emotional workload, or the
frequency in which one is confronted with emotionally demanding situations at work
(van Veldhoven & Meijman, 1994), was controlled for. The inclusion of emotional
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workload was to rule out one alternative hypothesis in the current model. This alternative
hypothesis would state that the corrections officers’ fluctuations in strain and recovery
experiences would be associated with feeling their work was emotionally demanding,
rather than what type of emotion regulation they use. Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was
.90.
In addition to these control variables, correlations between the study variables and
the other demographic variables included in the survey (i.e., marital status, ethnicity,
education, number of children living in the house, minutes spent commuting each day,
facility, security level of facility, shift, tenure at facility, veteran status) were examined to
determine if the correlations were high enough to warrant including them in the analyses.
However, none of these additional demographics were correlated with the study variables
higher than r = .15, and thus they were not included in the final analyses.
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Chapter 3
Results
Table 1 shows means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and intercorrelations of all
study variables. Appendix J shows the means of the study variables, separated by facility.
Hypothesis Testing: Direct Effects
To test Hypothesis 1 (i.e., emotion regulation was associated with strain), a series
of 6 hierarchical regression models were specified. Specifically, control variables (i.e.,
age, gender, tenure, hours worked) were entered into the first step of the regression
equation, followed by emotional workload entered in the second step, followed by each
of the emotion regulation strategies (i.e., reappraisal, suppression) entered into the third
and fourth steps of the regression equation predicting each strain outcome (i.e.,
exhaustion, disengagement, and psychological distress). Results revealed reappraisal
predicted disengagement (∆R2 = .01, F(1,696) = 10.10, p < .01), exhaustion (∆R2 = .03,
F(1,697) = 28.43, p < .01), and psychological distress (∆R2 = .02, F(1,658) = 21.19, p
< .001). Suppression predicted disengagement (∆R2 = .03, F(1,696) = 22.75, p < .001),
exhaustion (∆R2 = .03, F(1,696) = 31.54, p < .001), and psychological distress (∆R2 = .01,
F(1,657) = 1.80, p < .01). The results indicated that reappraisal was significantly and
negatively related to strain, and suppression was significantly and positively related to
strain. Thus, Hypothesis 1 was supported. Table 2 and Table 3 show the results of these
analyses.
To test Hypothesis 2 (i.e., emotion regulation was associated with recovery
experiences), a series of 6 hierarchical regression models were specified using the same
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steps as above. Results revealed reappraisal predicted psychological detachment (∆R2
= .06, F(1,697) = 48.99, p < .001), relaxation (∆R2 = .06, F(1,697) = 50.93, p < .001), and
mastery (∆R2 = .09, F(1,697) = 70.32, p < .001). Though suppression did not predict
psychological detachment (∆R2 = .00, F(1,697) = 2.51, p = .11), it did predict relaxation
(∆R2 = .02, F(1,697) = 13.24, p < .001) and mastery (∆R2 = .01, F(1,697) = 11.18, p
< .01). Reappraisal was significantly and positively related to recovery experiences in all
models, and suppression was significantly and negatively related to recovery experiences
in 2 of the 3 models. Results indicate that Hypothesis 2 was partially supported. Table 4
and Table 5 show the results of these analyses.
To test Hypothesis 3 (i.e., recovery experiences were associated with strain), a
series of 9 hierarchical regression models were specified using the same steps as above,
with the exception that emotion regulation was not included. After the control variables
were entered into the model, psychological detachment did not predict disengagement
(∆R2 = .00, F(1,699) = 2.72, p = .10), psychological detachment did predict exhaustion
(∆R2 = .10, F(1,699) = 116.94, p < .001) and psychological distress (∆R2 = .06, F(1,660)
= 58.28, p < .001). Relaxation predicted disengagement (∆R2 = .03, F(1,699) = 23.34, p
< .001), exhaustion (∆R2 = .15, F(1,699) = 177.37, p < .001), and psychological distress
(∆R2 = .12, F(1,660) = 123.90, p < .001). Finally, mastery predicted disengagement (∆R2
= .06, F(1,699) = 50.11, p < .001), exhaustion (∆R2 = .13, F(1,699) = 151.38, p < .001),
and psychological distress (∆R2 = .08, F(1,660) = 75.09, p < .001). Recovery experiences
were nearly uniformly, negatively related to strain. Results indicate that Hypothesis 3 was
partially supported. Table 6, Table 7, and Table 8 show the results of these analyses.
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Mediation Testing
To test Hypothesis 4 (i.e., recovery experiences partially mediate the relationship
between emotion regulation and strain), I used Baron & Kenny’s (1986) four-step
approach to mediation testing. If all of the 4 steps are successfully completed it is
concluded that a mediation is present. This approach tests whether a predictor (X)
influences an outcome (Y) through a mediator (M). Step 1 (i.e., X predicting Y) was
supported by the models in Hypothesis 1. Step 2 (i.e., X predicting M) was supported by
the models in Hypothesis 2. Step 3 (i.e., M predicting Y) was supported by the models in
Hypothesis 3. To test Step 4 (i.e., X predicting Y, controlling for M), A series of 9
hierarchical regression models were used to examine 18 possible mediation models.
Specifically, in a model predicting strain, in step 1, control variables were entered,
followed by emotional workload in step 2, followed by each of the emotion regulation
strategies (i.e., reappraisal, suppression) entered into the third and fourth steps of the
regression equation, and lastly followed by the recovery experience being tested as a
mediator. The value of β for the recovery experience in the final step of each model was
examined to see if it was significant at α = .05. A non-significant β indicated that the
recovery experience fully mediated the relationship between the emotional regulation and
the strain. If the value of β was significant in Step 4, but the value of β was lower than it
was in the corresponding model in Step 1, this was evidence for a partial mediation. In
addition, past literature has encouraged the use of Sobel tests to supplement the Baron
and Kenny (1986) mediation testing procedure (Sobel, 1982; Wood, Goodman,
Beckmann & Cook, 2008). The Sobel test is a significance test of a simple mediation that
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tests the difference between the total effects and the direct effect in the model. Table 9
shows a summary of the results of the mediation analyses.
Results indicated that Hypothesis 4 was partially supported. Of the 18 possible
mediations examined, 1 full mediation was found, 12 partial mediations were found, and
5 mediations received no support or could not be tested because they did not meet one of
the criteria for mediation according to Baron & Kenny (1986).
Psychological detachment did not mediate the relationship between reappraisal
and exhaustion (β = -.09, t(696) = -2.99, p < .001; Sobel = -1.06, p = .29), but
psychological detachment partially mediated the relationship between reappraisal and
psychological distress (β = -.10, t(657) = -2.74, p < .01; Sobel = -5.13, p < .01).
Disengagement was not evaluated as an outcome, as the relationship between detachment
and disengagement was found to be not significant in Hypothesis 3. Additionally,
psychological detachment was not tested as a mediator in the relationship between
suppression and strain because psychological detachment was not significantly related to
suppression in Hypothesis 2. Overall, psychological detachment was a partial mediator in
1 of the 6 proposed models.
Relaxation was a significant partial mediator in all of the 6 models in which it was
tested as a mediator. Relaxation partially mediated the relationship between reappraisal
and disengagement (β = -.08, t(696) = -3.86, p < .05; Sobel = -4.26, p < .01), exhaustion
(β = -.08, t(696) = -2.54, p < .05; Sobel = -6.32 p < .01), and psychological distress (β = .07, t(657) = -1.97, p < .05; Sobel = -6.04 p < .01). Additionally, relaxation partially
mediated the relationship between suppression and disengagement (β = .16, t(696) = 4.25,
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p < .01; Sobel = 2.96, p < .01), exhaustion (β = .13, t(696) = 4.47, p < .01; Sobel = 3.45, p
< .01), and psychological distress (β = .07, t(657) = 2.08, p < .05; Sobel = 3.40 p < .01).
Mastery was a partial or full mediator in all of the 6 models in which it was tested
as a mediator. Mastery fully mediated the relationship between reappraisal and
disengagement (β = -.05, t(696) = -1.25, p = .21), and partially mediated the relationships
between reappraisal and exhaustion (β = -.07, t(696) = -2.21, p < .05; Sobel = -6.92 p
< .01) and psychological distress (β = -.08, t(657) = -2.29, p < .05; Sobel = -6.01 p < .01).
Additionally, mastery partially mediated the relationship between suppression and
disengagement (β = .15, t(696) = 4.08, p < .01; Sobel = 3.01 p < .01), exhaustion (β = .14,
t(696) = 4.66, p < .01; Sobel = 3.20 p < .01), and psychological distress (β = .09, t(657) =
2.47, p < .01; Sobel = 3.10 p < .01).
Analyses of Research Questions
To examine Research Question 1, 2, and 3, which examined whether coping
strategies moderate the relationships between emotion regulation, recovery experiences,
and strain, hierarchical regression analysis was conducted. To alleviate issues with
multicollinearity, interaction terms were created using the product of centered predictors
(i.e., emotion regulation and recovery experiences) and moderators (i.e., coping
strategies).
Specifically, to test Research Question 1 [i.e., coping (venting, seeking emotional
social support) moderated the relationship between emotion regulation (reappraisal,
suppression) and recovery experiences (psychological detachment, relaxation, mastery)],
a series of 12 regression models were tested. In Step 1 of the hierarchical regression,
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control variables (i.e, age, gender, tenure, hours worked) were entered as predictor
variables, and the outcome (i.e., recovery experiences) was entered as a dependent
variable. In Step 2, emotional workload was entered as a control variable. In Step 3, the
centered predictor variables were entered. In Step 4, the interaction term was entered as a
predictor variable. Of these 12 models, 1 was significant. In the final step of the
regression, the interaction between suppression and emotional social support explained
significant incremental variance in psychological detachment (∆R2 = .03, F(2,697) =
13.69, p < .001). Figure 2 presents a graphical representation of this interaction. A test of
simple slopes suggested neither the slope of low emotional social support (t = .51, p = .61)
and slope for high emotional social support were significant (t = 1.81, p = .07). In other
words, although the interaction term predicted incremental variance in the model, neither
of the slopes for high or low levels of the moderator were significantly different from
zero.
To test Research Question 2 [i.e., coping moderated the relationship between
emotion regulation and strain (disengagement, exhaustion, psychological distress)], a
series of 12 regression models were tested. In step 1 of the hierarchical regression,
control variables (i.e, age, gender, tenure, hours worked) were entered as predictor
variables, and the outcome (i.e., strain) was entered as a dependent variable. In Step 2,
emotional workload was entered as a control variable. In Step 3, the centered predictor
variables were entered. In Step 4, the interaction term was entered as a predictor variable.
Of these 12 models, 2 were significant. The interaction between suppression and venting
explained significant incremental variance in disengagement (∆R2 = .02, F(1,697) =
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17.86, p < .001) and exhaustion (∆R2 = .01, F(1,697) = 7.92, p < .01). Figure 3 and
Figure 4 present graphical representations of these interactions. For disengagement, a test
of simple slopes suggested that the slope for individuals low in venting was significant (t
= 8.32, p < .001), and the slope for individual high in venting was significant (t = 2.50, p
< .05). For exhaustion, a test of simple slopes suggested that the slope for individuals low
in venting was significant (t = 6.67, p <.001), and the slope for individuals high in
venting was significant (t = 2.81, p < .05).
To test Research Question 3 (i.e., coping moderated the relationship between
recovery experiences and strain), a series of 18 regression models were tested. In step 1
of the hierarchical regression, control variables (i.e., age, gender, tenure, hours worked)
were entered as predictor variables, and the outcome (i.e., strain) was entered as a
dependent variable. In Step 2, emotional workload was entered as a control variable. In
Step 3, the centered predictor variables were entered. In Step 4, the interaction term was
entered as a predictor variable. Of the 18 models, none were significant.
Post-hoc analyses. To adjust for family-wise error inflating Type 1 error, a
Bonferroni type adjustment was applied to the significance criterion (i.e., α = .05).
Bonferroni-type adjustments create a more conservative significance criterion to account
for the increase in Type 1 error (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) by dividing the significance
criterion by the number of dependent variables within each family. In the current study,
there are two families of dependent variables – recovery experiences and strain – with
three items in each group. Thus, each regression model was evaluated at a different
significance criterion (α = .05/3 = .02) to account for the inflation in Type 1 error.
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Overall, correcting for Type 1 error inflation using a Bonferroni adjustment had no effect
on the findings of the hypotheses or research questions.
Additional Analyses: Negative Affectivity
Job stress researchers have debated the role of negative affectivity in self-reports
of workplace stressors and strains (e.g., Spector, Zapf, Chen, & Frese, 2000). In the
analyses described above, negative affectivity was not included as a control variable. One
reason for this was its high correlation with emotional workload (r = .56), which was also
used as a control variable. Another reason for not including negative affectivity was that
including it may unnecessarily partial out variance that is substantively important to the
study variables (Spector et al., 2000). For instance, suppression has been associated with
negative affectivity (Gross & John, 2003), and controlling for negative affectivity may
remove the effect of suppression on strain. In other words, part of the construct of
suppression may indeed be negative affectivity. However, all of the analyses were also
run while including negative affectivity as an additional control variable. Overall, the
results of the analyses were not substantially affected.
Additional Analyses: Interaction Between Reappraisal and Suppression
It may be possible that individual emotion regulation strategies interact with each
other in their prediction of strain and recovery experiences. For instance, individuals may
use varying levels of reappraisal and suppression, and depending on the relationship
between these strategies, one might experience different outcomes. To explore this
further, the interaction between reappraisal and suppression was examined to see if this
interaction explained incremental variance above the effects of either reappraisal or
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suppression. A series of moderated regression analyses were conducted to see if this
interaction was associated with strain or recovery experiences. However, the interaction
term did not produce a significant ∆R2 in any of the models. This finding is discussed in
some detail in the discussion.
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Chapter 4
Discussion
The current study aimed to examine whether emotion regulation at work was
associated with strain through the influence of nonwork recovery experiences within the
corrections occupation. Through this research, the study attempted to examine previously
unexamined correlates of strain among corrections officers, while simultaneously adding
to the existing research on emotion regulation at work, nonwork recovery experiences,
and occupational burnout.
Generally, the results supported the proposed relationships between emotion
regulation, recovery experiences, and strain. Specifically, I proposed that reappraisal
would be associated with lower levels of disengagement, exhaustion, and psychological
distress, while suppression would be associated with higher levels of these strain
indicators. Reappraisal appeared to have consistently negative associations with strain,
while suppression appeared to be consistently positively associated with strain. These
findings are consistent with existing research on emotion regulation that has found
reappraisal and suppression to be oppositely associated with a variety of outcomes,
including strain (Gross & John, 2003). This evidence is in support of the theoretical
underpinnings of emotion regulation strategies (Gross, 1998) that suggest that reappraisal
can be a less effortful strategy and subsequently is associated with more positive
intrapersonal and interpersonal outcomes, while suppression is resource-depleting and is
associated with strain.
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Interestingly, these findings also suggest there may be utility in measuring
specific emotion regulation strategies in the workplace. Overall, suppression was
associated with strain, which is consistent with meta-analytic findings on emotion
regulation strategies similar to surface acting (Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011). However,
reappraisal was negatively associated with strain and these relationships had effect sizes
similar to those observed between suppression and strain. This finding may be explained
by the gain-spiral described by COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989), in which reappraisal
conserves more resources than suppression. These resources may then be used to gain
additional resources and protect individuals from strain. Additionally, this supports the
utility of the recent call by Hülsheger and Schewe (2011) to assess specific emotion
regulation strategies rather than global measures of emotional labor in order to observe
which specific strategies may have negative relationships with strain.
I also proposed that reappraisal would be positively associated with recovery
experiences, and suppression would be negatively associated with recovery experiences.
Findings indicated that reappraisal predicted higher levels of recovery experiences, while
suppression predicted lower levels of recovery experiences. This is consistent with the
small number of studies on recovery experiences that have found significant relationships
between emotional stressors and recovery experiences (e.g., Sonnentag & Grant, 2012;
Sonnentag et al., 2010). These findings suggest that reappraisal may be associated with
reduced activation of psychobiological systems and enough resources to participate in
hobbies outside of work, both of which are associated with improved ability to engage in
recovery experiences. Similarly, suppression may be associated with over-activated
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internal systems, and could drain more personal resources from the individual, which
could be associated with a reduced capacity for recovery experiences.
Contrary to my expectations, suppression was not significantly associated with
psychological detachment. At first glance, this finding may be in opposition to the
evidence that suppressing emotions during the day may be associated with subsequent
ruminative thoughts about these emotions or their associated events (Gross & John,
2003). Though psychological detachment, or mentally disengaging from work, and
rumination, or repetitive unconstructive thought (Watkins, 2008), are related constructs,
recent research suggests they are distinguishable (Eby & Laschober, 2013). It may be
possible that suppressing emotions at work still allows for psychological detachment
during nonwork hours as individuals try to recover from work. Ruminative thinking may
occur, but it was not directly assessed in the study and therefore this is purely speculative.
The current study found that recovery experiences (psychological detachment,
relaxation, and mastery) were associated with reduced disengagement, exhaustion, and
psychological distress symptoms, with the sole exception that psychological detachment
did not predict disengagement. These findings are consistent with research that has
determined nonwork recovery experiences as influential in affecting employee strain
(e.g., Sonnentag et al., 2008). Interpreting these findings through the lens of COR theory
(Hobfoll, 1989), nonwork recovery experiences may provide opportunities for employees
to replenish the resources that are lost during the workday, and engaging in these
experiences is associated with resource-gain and lessened strain as a result. One possible
explanation for the nonsignificant relationship between psychological detachment and
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disengagement is that being thoroughly engaged in one’s job may not permit an
individual to either detach or even experience feelings of disengagement, even when
exposed to chronic workplace stressors.
With the significant relationships described above, support was also found for a
partial mediation in which emotion regulation was associated with strain through
recovery experiences. Relaxation and mastery experiences appeared to be the more
salient nonwork recovery experiences in this study. Relaxation partially mediated the
relationships between reappraisal and all strain indicators, and suppression and all strain
indicators, thus mediating all six models in which it was tested as a mediator. Mastery
was a full mediator in the relationship between reappraisal and disengagement, and
partially mediated the five other models in which it was included. Psychological
detachment mediated the relationship between reappraisal and psychological distress, but
did not mediate any other model. These findings largely support the proposed model such
that reappraisal is positively associated with recovery experiences (relaxation, mastery),
and that in turn recovery experiences are negatively associated with strain; oppositely,
that suppression is negatively associated with recovery experiences, and that in turn
recovery experiences are negatively associated with strain. However, these findings
should be cautiously interpreted as the current data are cross-sectional and therefore do
not lend support for claims of causality.
These results are consistent with the proposition that certain recovery experiences
are at least one vital mechanism to explain the relationship between job stressors and
employee health (Geurts and Sonnentag, 2006; Kinnunen et al., 2011). Furthermore, they
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add to recent empirical findings that indicate recovery experiences appear to mediate the
stressor-strain relationship (Kinnunen et al., 2011). The findings indicate recovery
experiences are mainly partial, but not full, mediators, also are consistent with the
theoretical rationale that suggests emotion regulation affects strain through other
mechanisms, including an increased sense of inauthenticity (John & Gross, 2004), or the
depletion of some limited resource (Baumeister et al., 1998). Though recovery
experiences may not be the only mediator in these relationships, it does appear that they
may at least partially explain the influence on employee strain.
Additionally, this study examined emotion-focused coping strategies to determine
if individual differences in coping with stress moderated relationships between the study
variables. The study focused on emotion-focused coping on the basis of the “matching
hypothesis” in work stress research (e.g., de Jonge & Dormann, 2006), which states that
moderations are likely to be found when the stressor, strain, and moderator share similar
characteristics. Several interactions were found to be significant, but many of the tested
relationships were not. Two of these interactions appear to suggest the combination of
low suppression and low venting may have the most positive relationship with burnout,
but this conclusion may be premature due to the great number of models involving these
variables that were not significant.
Taken together, the results suggest that in this particular study the coping
strategies that were examined did not significantly moderate the relationships between
emotion regulation, recovery experiences, and strain. Interestingly, the direct
relationships between coping and strain and coping and recovery experiences indicate
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emotion-focused-coping is not strongly related to the outcomes in this sample. Venting
had low, positive relationships with disengagement, exhaustion, and psychological
distress (r ranged .07 to .15), and had almost no relationship with recovery experiences (r
ranged .00 to .03). Seeking emotional social support had low to moderate negative
relationships with disengagement, exhaustion, and psychological distress (r ranged from .17 to -.24) and moderate, positive relationships with recovery experiences (r ranged .22
to .31).
Contributions
The current study contributes to the literature on emotion regulation, recovery
from work, and employee strain in several ways. First, this study is the first research I am
aware of that directly examines the relationship between emotion regulation at work and
nonwork recovery experiences. This study has gone a step further than recent research
(Sonnentag & Grant, 2012; Sonnentag et al., 2010) by including multiple recovery
experiences and two emotion regulation strategies in the analysis of this relationship,
while also controlling for emotional workload. Although research has steadily
accumulated attesting to the role of recovery from work in employee strain, few studies
so far have taken the perspective of examining predictors of such recovery experiences.
The initial findings of this study indicate a possible relationship between emotion
regulation at work and recovery experiences and in doing so takes into account the
research on the importance of emotions in organizations and extends findings in support
of the importance of nonwork recovery experiences.
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This study further contributes to past literature by systematically assessing
previously unexamined correlates of strain outcomes within the corrections occupation.
Most research examining stress and strain in corrections officers has examined typical
workplace factors (i.e., supervision, job variety; Lambert et al., 2012) and found mixed
results between these factors and burnout. By studying psychosocial factors that may be
associated with strain among corrections officers, this research adds to a growing number
of studies that have shifted the focus of job stress research to focus on factors affecting
mental health in the workplace (e.g., LaMontagne, D’Souza, & Shann, 2012). Though
researchers have acknowledged emotion regulation is likely important for corrections
officers, few have actually assessed it (exception: Nylander et al., 2011). Additionally,
organizational psychology studies of workplace strain have rarely been conducted using
corrections officers (exceptions: Dollard & Winefeld, 1998; Rutter & Fielding, 1988),
and the results of the study provide opportunities for future research and interventions in
this occupation.
Finally, the results regarding emotion regulation strategies and strain add to the
understanding of how emotional labor is associated with employee strain. The results of
this study demonstrated initial evidence for a strategy (i.e., reappraisal) that may benefit
employees who utilize it at work. While research on emotional labor has turned up mixed
results regarding regulating emotions through deep acting, this study is evidence for the
importance of measuring specific strategies rather than global measures (Hülsheger &
Schewe, 2011). By measuring a specific emotion regulation strategy rather than a global
measure of emotional labor, results indicated consistent, strong relationships between
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reappraisal and both strain and recovery experiences. Future research should continue to
examine reappraisal as a useful workplace emotion regulation strategy and attempt to
replicate and expand the current research, for example by using longitudinal research
designs. A focus on specific strategies may additionally help to alleviate the construct
problem that has been present in research on emotion regulation in the workplace
(Hülsheger & Schewe, 2011).
Interestingly, additional analyses indicated that reappraisal and suppression did
not interact to predict strain or recovery experiences. While it may be that individuals
may use a variety of strategies at work (Diefendorff et al., 2008) to regulate their
emotions, researchers tend to find that individuals regulate their emotions similarly across
situations (Gross & John, 2003). Researchers have theorized that individuals tend to
either suppress or reappraise emotions, in a manner characteristic of a personality-like
trait, and the findings of the current study support this (Gross & John, 2003). The
findings at the between-person level gave no indication that meaningful differences exist
between individuals who vary in their use of both reappraisal and suppression.
Limitations and Directions for Future Research
The results of the current study should be interpreted while considering the
strengths and limitations of the research design. First, the data were cross-sectional and
thus findings of the study cannot provide conclusive evidence that recovery experiences
mediate the proposed relationships, as mediation implies a process that occurs over time.
Therefore, explanations of reverse-causation relationships cannot be ruled out. For
instance, it is possible individuals low in strain may be more likely to use reappraisal at
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work rather than suppression, and that individuals high in recovery experiences are also
more likely to use reappraisal than suppression. However, the significant results that were
found for several mediation models suggests that the proposed model might be
conceptually accurate, but that it should be tested using a longitudinal design. Also, the
direction of the examined relationships between emotion regulation and strain has been
supported in longitudinal research, while the reverse pathways were not supported
(Hülsheger, Lang, & Maier, 2010). Still, more longitudinal research is needed to
examine the causal direction of the proposed model in the current study.
One particular area that future longitudinal research can help to address is to
identify the type of factors that may precede reappraisal at work. These factors –
individual or organizational – may hinder or promote employee reappraisal at work, and
identifying them is important for future workplace interventions. For instance, it is
possible that employees may need to start the workday with enough resources (i.e.,
energy, mood) to successfully reappraise situations throughout the day. Although
reappraisal is thought to be a trait-like phenomenon, at least one study found that
employees who felt greater fatigue at work were more likely to hide their feelings at work
at a later shift (Beal, Trougakos, Weiss, & Dalal, 2013). Another possibility is that
organizational factors, such as a climate or culture that allows for discussion of
emotionally-demanding events, are more supportive of reappraisal than a climate in
which employees are not supported in this way. One inviting avenue of research would
require assessing the climate of different corrections facilities using hierarchical linear
modeling to determine if certain facilities with more supportive climates, for instance,
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were associated with greater levels of employee reappraisal. Future studies should be
designed to evaluate several possible predictors of reappraisal at work to determine what
contributes to reappraisal and what factors may hinder it.
Second, self-report data may enhance common-method bias (Podsakoff,
Mackenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003) and increase correlations between study variables.
Therefore, it is possible in the current research that the reported effect sizes are inflated
and in reality may be smaller. Future research should incorporate, for example, spouse- or
other-reports. Spouse-reports may be especially valuable in the current occupation to
gather information on strain, and would provide an outcome for comparison with the selfreport measures. This could also work to counteract any social desirability that may
influence participants to respond in a certain way to survey questions. Future research
should also integrate the use of objective health data, such as blood pressure. Evidence
suggests that objective health measures of cardiovascular health are associated with
subjective strain (e.g., Ilies, Dimotakis, & Watson, 2010; Wright, Cropanzano, Bonett, &
Diamond, 2009), and using these type of measures would further combat the welldocumented biases of self-report data.
Third, the survey methodology used asked participants to respond in general and
did not capture events that occur on a daily level. Especially for emotion regulation
strategies, studies that incorporate ESM could further explore whether a single event in
which emotions are regulated at work could predict how strain unfolds throughout the
day. For instance, a corrections officer who generally reappraises their emotions when
faced with a stressful situation may report high levels of using reappraisal. However, one
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intense confrontation with an inmate in which they must suppress their feelings could
have a more meaningful effect on strain than the aggregated effect of the majority of their
encounters during the workday. Furthermore, recent research has suggested that
suppression, when combined with empathy, may be an effective regulation strategy in
times of crisis at work (Thiel, Connelly, & Griffith, 2013). Studies using one
measurement point in time may not capture the dynamic and complex aspect of emotion
regulation at the event-level, and as such future research should continue to examine
event-based or daily relationships involving emotion regulation.
Fourth, the research questions in this study examined only emotion-focused
coping strategies. Problem-focused strategies were not included in the proposed analyses,
based on the matching hypothesis that has been supported in past research (de Jonge &
Dormann, 2006). It was reasoned that emotion regulation was an emotional stressor that
likely required emotion-focused coping. However, it is possible that problem-focused
coping strategies are more salient in the current sample. Emotional social support was
moderately correlated with being female (r = .27), but the majority of the sample (88%)
was male. This type of coping strategy may not be as relevant to employee strain given
the characteristics of the corrections occupation. Also, as the research on emotionfocused coping has uncovered mixed findings regarding the utility of these coping
strategies (Stanton & Low, 2012), it may be that the two strategies chosen for analyses in
the current research may not be useful for corrections officers. Therefore, the results do
not discount the role of coping in the current research, but rather are contradictory to
recent research that has indicated the utility of emotion-focused coping (de Ven et al.,
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2013). Future research should therefore examine the role of problem-focused coping
strategies in corrections. Problem-focused coping may have greater utility for corrections
officers who believe they can take action to address their source of strain. Future studies
should also consider additional emotion-focused coping strategies to explore which may
be beneficial or maladaptive. For instance, this study assessed whether the officer sought
emotional social support and not whether that support was actually available. One
suggestion would be to assess whether corrections officers receive this emotional social
support. Furthermore, researchers should incorporate different study methodologies (i.e,
ESM) and ways of measuring coping strategies (i.e., daily or momentary assessments, coworker reports) to capture the situational and temporal aspects of the coping process.
The results of the current research suggest that both emotion regulation strategies
and recovery experiences may be important factors associated with strain among
corrections officers. However, the limitations of the current research speak strongly for a
need to expand on the research methodology that was used and the constructs that were
examined. Researchers should also consider which resources are available to individuals
before they engage in emotion regulation. For instance, socio-economic factors may
chronically prevent individuals from having adequate resources (i.e., energy) to use
reappraisal at work; or, these factors could also affect their attitudes and behaviors they
bring to work, making them less able to or willing to regulate their emotions through
functionally useful strategies. Furthermore, if researchers do explore this question, they
should also attempt to accurately measure these specific resources. As the current study
conceptualized recovery experiences as the processes through which individuals gain
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resources (i.e., energy, mood), future studies should define and assess these resources
more directly. More research is therefore needed to determine the antecedents to emotion
regulation strategies at work and to carefully evaluate the resources individuals have
before emotion regulation occurs.
Another limitation is that I was unable to account for supervisory status in the
current study. Due to the complex nature of the hierarchy of ranks in the corrections
system, and the fact that officers often do not have an assigned ‘supervisor,’ we did not
include a measure capturing whether a participant supervised other corrections officers.
This may be an important factor in determining the type of emotion regulation
corrections officers engage in, and how often. Research has shown that organizational
display rules differ across organizational targets, such as coworkers, supervisors, and
clients (Diefendorff & Greguras, 2009). Therefore, based on how often an employee
interacts with coworkers versus clients (in corrections, inmates) and whether they are a
supervisor may affect how they regulate emotions at work. Future research should take
into account the supervisory status of employees when analyzing emotion regulation
strategies. On a similar note, future research should take the target of the emotion
regulation into account. For instance, as literature on emotion regulation suggests (Gross,
1998), suppressing emotions when interacting with coworkers and supervisors may be
associated with poor interpersonal functioning and higher levels of strain. However,
corrections officers have interactions with mentally ill inmates in which suppression may
be a more effective strategy. Therefore, future studies should differentiate between
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emotion regulation targets in order to empirically determine whether different strategies
are associated with differential outcomes, depending on who the interaction target is.
Another consideration for research is to determine how the results of this study
may be specific to this sample; or, in other words, whether the findings could be
replicated in other occupations. The question of ‘context’ may be of particular
importance in this study, given the unique occupational characteristics of corrections
(Armstrong & Griffin, 2004). Though the links between emotion regulation and strain,
and recovery experiences and strain have already been widely replicated, the relationship
between emotion regulation and recovery experiences has not been explored prior to this
study. This may raise the question of whether the findings regarding this specific
hypothesis may be replicated in other samples, such as white-collar jobs. Of particular
interest could be the relationship between suppression and psychological detachment
which was not significant in this study. It is possible that, as hypothesized, suppressing
emotions during the workday may resurface after one leaves the workplace, if these
emotions are the result of relatively mild interpersonal interactions typical of the common
office workplace. However, the range of content and emotions that a corrections officer
may be suppressing at work is quite possibly of a disturbing nature given the population
of inmates they work with. Therefore, correction officers may suppress their emotions at
work and continue to suppress them away from work such that they are successfully
detaching from work, which could explain the nonsignificant relationship between
suppression and detachment. However, this is pure speculation and this relationship
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would need to be empirically examined in other samples before any conclusions are
drawn.
Practical Implications
The findings of this study have several implications for practice. The results
support the idea that reappraising emotions at work is associated with positive employee
outcomes. Therefore, trainings that teach strategies such as mindfulness could be used to
provide corrections officers with a personal resource at work (Allen & Kiburz, 2012;
Hu lsheger, Alberts, Feinholdt, & Lang, 2013; Wolever et al., 2012). Mindfulness is a
state of consciousness in which individuals experience events receptively and in a nonjudgmental fashion, and studies have found mindfulness to be related to lower burnout
and higher job satisfaction (Hu lsheger et al., 2013). Mindfulness involves four key
characteristics: Receptive awareness, pre-conceptual information processing, presentoriented consciousness, and the knowledge that mindfulness is an inherent human
capacity that may vary in strength. These four characteristics are the focus and basis for
training mindfulness in the workplace (Hu lsheger et al., 2013). By teaching individuals
that they can change their perception of emotional events, mindfulness can eventually
promote using techniques such as reappraisal. Instead of either reacting to a situation or –
if a reaction is inappropriate for the workplace – suppressing emotions, mindfulness can
provide a new paradigm for individuals to use to regulate emotions. Although it appears
that individuals tend to either reappraise or suppress emotions as a personal tendency
(Gross & John, 2003), studies on mindfulness in the workplace have demonstrated the
utility of these trainings in teaching individuals principles of mindfulness and intervening
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in a way that they may teach individuals to reappraise emotions instead of suppressing
emotions while at work. The results of these studies so far have been promising and may
be especially relevant in the correctional setting in which high emotional demands
characterize the job.
However, when considering implementing mindfulness trainings in a corrections
environment, the context of the occupation must be closely scrutinized to determine if
existing norms may conflict with the training material. For instance, corrections officers
may receive training that stresses the importance of containing one’s feelings during a
riot or fight between inmates in order to focus on controlling the situation. Effectively,
this is suppression, and is likely encouraged either informally, formally in training, or
both. Corrections officers may be told to hide their feelings when addressing these violent
situations to maintain focus and their safety. Although suppression may be an appropriate
strategy in dire circumstances, teaching officers to reappraise rather than suppress may be
in direct opposition to their training or informal indoctrination into the occupation.
Therefore, it may be necessary for mindfulness trainings to be conducted by someone
with explicit knowledge of the job demands of a corrections officer. In this way, the
trainer can address the areas in which mindfulness can be applied to the job. Similarly,
the trainer may be able to identify how suppressing emotions may be encouraged as part
of the culture of corrections before mindfulness training is implemented, and this
knowledge may guide their training agenda.
The results also indicated that recovery experiences were strongly, negatively
associated with strain. A recent quasi-experimental study found that individuals could
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learn how to organize their off-job time in a manner that facilitates the replenishment of
resources that may be drained at work (Hahn, Binnewies, Sonnentag, & Mojza, 2011). In
other words, techniques to best experience recovery can be taught to individuals. In
stressful occupations, the knowledge of and ability to successfully recover can aid the
employee in protecting against resource loss in the long-term. These type of work-life
balance interventions utilize well-supported theories, such as goal-setting theory (Locke
& Latham, 2006), to work with employees to set goals on how to balance their work and
family lives. Though this research is in its infancy, it may be especially important for
correction personnel to emphasize the importance of recovery time and the concept of
work life-balance and implement interventions that support corrections officers’ efforts to
balance their lives in an effort to reduce strain.
Finally, Occupational Health Psychology (OHP) researchers have suggested that
applying a public health model to the workplace and attempting to intervene at a primary
level may be the most effective way to improve employee health and reduce strain
(Quick, 1999). The current research suggests that emotion regulation may be a stressor in
the corrections occupation. Interestingly, although reappraisal and suppression explained
incremental variance above and beyond the control variables in employee strain
outcomes, emotional workload tended to have the strongest relationship with strain.
The presence of high emotional job demands begs the question of how to
intervene at a primary, organizational level in order to reduce the need for employees to
regulate emotions. Several suggestions may be in order. In corrections, it may be
worthwhile to institute a policy that somehow allows an officer to temporarily ‘clock out’
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after a particularly emotion-eliciting situation. This specific type of ‘work break’ could
provide a resource to officers and help them feel better equipped to manage the emotional
demands of the job, especially after a critical emotional incident. Also, given the high
levels of burnout and psychological distress, policy-makers should consider integrating
flexible schedules into corrections. Although corrections is a unique occupation in that a
certain number of officers must be present to ensure the safety of the facility, for
example, this coverage could still be accomplished with a flexible working schedule that
allows officers to switch shifts with their colleagues. This type of flexibility can provide
employees with a greater sense of control over their work, which can protect them from
feelings of uncertainty that may contribute to strain and may make it easier to balance
work and family demands. Another avenue for intervention would be through a
comprehensive job design intervention. This would involve making changes to the way
the work of a corrections officer is organized and how the demands of their job are met.
If done, this should involve a systematic job analysis to determine what type of tasks
corrections officers are required to do that may be particularly stressful but are not tasks
central to keeping the facility safe. In this case, tasks that are emotionally demanding
could be adjusted by changing how they are completed. Finally, the corrections
occupation may be ripe for a culture change given the high number of injuries, fatalities,
and high levels of strain (NORA, 2013). This type of the culture adjustment that
promotes the recognition of the emotional nature of the job and provides support for
emotional demands would be a slow process. However, identifying aspects of the culture
that are embedded in the profession and targeting a few aspects that are unhelpful for
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dealing with emotional demands could be the first step for researchers and practitioners
to work towards reducing future safety and stress concerns that currently characterize the
occupation.
Conclusion
The current study examined relationships between emotion regulation at work,
recovery experiences, and strain in corrections officers. Specifically, results indicate that
reappraisal at work is positively associated with recovery experiences, which in turn are
associated with decreased strain. In contrast, suppression is negatively associated with
recovery experiences, and lower levels of recovery in turn are positively associated with
strain. As researchers work towards understanding factors that may contribute to the
negative outcomes observed in the corrections occupation (Obidoa et al., 2011; Spinaris
& Denhof, 2011; Stack & Tsoudis, 1997), this study identifies emotion regulation and
nonwork recovery experiences as possible influences of employee strain that warrant
further attention. These data mark a step towards generating organizational-level
interventions that could address the overall health and psychological strain of corrections
officers and provide an avenue for protecting corrections officers from strain.
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Figure 1. Model of study variables. Solid lines denote hypothesized relationships. Dashed
lines denote research questions. Hypothesis 3 was a replication of past literature.
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Appendix A
Survey Items
All Scales Self-Reports
Emotion Regulation
Instructions: The following statements ask you how you experienced and expressed your
emotions WHILE AT WORK, during the past 30 days. Please indicate to what extent you
agree with each statement.
1. When I wanted to feel more positive emotion (such as joy or amusement), I
changed what I was thinking about.
2. I kept my emotions to myself.
3. When I wanted to feel less negative emotion (such as sadness or anger), I changed
what I was thinking about.
4. When I was feeling positive emotions, I was careful not to express them.
5. When I was faced with a stressful situation, I made myself think about it in a way
that helped me stay calm.
6. I controlled my emotions by not expressing them.
7. When I wanted to feel more positive emotion, I changed the way I was thinking
about the situation.
8. I controlled my emotions by changing the way I was thinking about the situation I
was in.
9. When I was feeling negative emotions, I made sure not to express them.
10. When I wanted to feel less negative emotion, I changed the way I was thinking
about the situation.
Response options: (1 = Not At All to 5 = Very Much)
Reappraisal Items: 1, 3, 5, 7, 8, 10; Suppression Items: 2, 4, 6, 9.
Strain
Instructions: To what extent do you agree with the following statements? In the past
month…
Disengagement:
1. I always found new and interesting aspects in my work. (R)
2. It happened more and more often that I talked about my work in a derogatory
way.
3. I tended to think less during my work and just execute it mechanically.
4. I experienced my work as a real challenge. (R)
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5.
6.
7.
8.

Over time, one loses the internal relationship with one’s work.
Sometimes I felt really sick about my work tasks.
I could not imagine another occupation for myself. (R)
I got more and more engaged in my work. (R)

Emotional Exhaustion:
1. There were days that I felt already tired before I went to work.
2. After my work, I needed more time to relax than in the past to become fit again.
3. I could stand the pressure of my work very well. (R)
4. During my work, I often felt emotionally drained.
5. After my work, I usually felt still totally fit for my leisure activities. (R)
6. After my work, I usually felt worn out and weary.
7. When I worked, I usually felt vital. (R)
8. I could manage the amount of work well. (R)
Response options: (1 = Not At All to 5 = Very Much)
Psychological Distress:
1. In the past month, how often have you felt so sad nothing could cheer you up?
2. In the past month, how often have you felt nervous?
3. In the past month, how often have you felt restless or fidgety?
4. In the past month, how often have you felt hopeless?
5. In the past month, how often have you felt that everything was an effort?
6. In the past month, how often have you felt worthless?
Response options: (1 = None of the Time, 2 = A Little of the Time, 3 = Some of the Time,
4 = Most of the Time, 5 = All of the Time)
Recovery Experiences
Instructions: To what extent do you agree with the following statements? OUTSIDE OF
WORK, in the past month…
Psychological Detachment:
1. I forgot about work.
2. I didn’t think about work at all.
3. I distanced myself from work.
4. I got a break from the demands of work.
Relaxation:
1. I kicked back and relaxed.
2. I did things that were relaxing.
3. I used the time to relax.
4. I took time for leisure.
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Mastery:
1. I learned new things.
2. I sought out mental challenges.
3. I did things that challenged me.
4. I did something to broaden my horizons.
Response options: (1 = Not At All to 5 = Very Much)
Coping Strategies
Instructions: The following questions ask you to indicate what you generally do and feel,
when you experience stressful events. Obviously, different events bring out somewhat
different responses, but think about what you usually do when you are under a lot of
stress.
When I am under stress…
Seeking Support for Emotional Reasons:
1. I discuss my feelings with someone.
2. I try to get emotional support from friends or relatives.
3. I get sympathy and understanding from someone.
4. I talk to someone about how I feel.
Focus On and Venting of Emotions:
1. I get upset and let my emotions out.
2. I get upset, and am really aware of it.
3. I let my feelings out.
4. I feel a lot of emotional distress and I find myself expressing those feelings a lot.
Response options: (1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Usually, 5 = Often)
Control Variables
Emotional Load
Instructions: Consider the past month when answering the following questions.
1. Did your work demand a lot from you emotionally?
2. Were you confronted with things that affected you emotionally in your work?
3. Did your work put you in emotionally upsetting situations?
Response options: (1 = Very rarely or never, 2 = Rarely (once a week), 3 = Sometimes
(once a day), 4 = Often (several times a day), 5 = Several times an hour)
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Negative Affect
Instructions: To what extent do you experience the following moods in general?
1. Scared
2. Afraid
3. Upset
4. Distressed
5. Jittery
6. Nervous
7. Ashamed
8. Guilty
9. Irritable
10. Hostile
Response options: (1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Usually, 5 = Often)
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Appendix B
Sample email from Mike VanPatten, AOCE Leadership:
Everyone,
We have been working on and supporting the PSU / DOC survey that will help to
examine the work stress, possible imbalances and wellness that our minds and bodies go
through. The survey data collected is confidential and will be utilized to improve our
over occupational health and work environment.
By volunteering to participate in the survey is your chance to honestly document the
demands and effects on your physical and mental wellbeing at work and at home. There
are critical situations and sometimes even the inmate culture itself that can leave long
lasting traumatic, emotional, and physical health effects on us and then transition to our
family life. Watching the backs of your fellow staff is not just for the physical assault
anymore, it also should incorporate the verbal, mental, and traumatic aspect of our
careers as Correctional Professionals, this is the first step in calibrating for the future.
If you should have any questions please feel free to contact me also by e-mail or on my
cell 503-507-6992.
Be safe and support each other
Sgt. Michael Van Patten,
Special Operations Sergeant
Oregon State Penitentiary
(503) 378-4063
AOCE President
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Appendix C
Sample email from Tim Woolery AFSCME Leadership:
Correctional Professionals at X & X,
I realize that you have seen a couple communications that have been sent to you
regarding the Portland State University Correctional Officer Stress and Well-being study
(included below). But I felt the obligation to encourage those of you who have not yet
participated to do so at this time.
As Mr. Gower outlined, this is an independent study that is NOT related to PEBB or
HEM or several other studies that may have been conducted recently. This is a research
project that is genuinely designed and for the sole purpose of gathering information that
will lead to a better understanding of your issues and concerns both on and off the job. It
is my hope that will create data and justifications that will lead to making improvements
in working conditions for people in this challenging career field as well as off duty
life. The survey is anonymous and only the aggregate data will be published or shared
once complete.
If there are any operational roadblocks to being able to complete the survey, please
contact your Superintendent in order to see if there is a way to help facilitate as many
people participating as possible.

ONLINE SURVEY:
https://portlandstate.qualtrics.com//SE/?SID=SV_1QRwxtE0KyNobWI

Tim Woolery
Staff Representative
Oregon AFSCME Council 75
Salem Office
1400 Tandem Avenue NE
Salem, Oregon 97301
Office 503-370-2522 Ext 232 or 800-521-5954
Fax
503-370-7725
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Appendix D
Survey Recruitment Email From Assistant Director of Operations
<Date>
To: X and X Security Staff
From: Michael Gower, Assistant Director of Operations
RE: Portland State University Correctional Officer Stress and Well-being Survey
Without a doubt, correctional officers in Oregon work very hard to maintain the security
of our institutions and to ensure the safety of both inmates and coworkers. Unfortunately,
our work can be very stressful and sometimes that stress spills over into our personal
lives. The demands of our profession can create an imbalance between our work and
home lives, and that imbalance can sometimes have negative effects on our overall
happiness and wellbeing.
ODOC wants to combat these negative effects and help staff feel better in their jobs and
at home. In order to do that, we are partnering with researchers at Portland State
University (PSU) on a survey to help us examine work stress and work-life balance in
correctional staff. Responses to this survey will help us improve the work
environment of correctional staff.
There are a few things you should know about the survey:
o The survey is anonymous. The survey is voluntary, but we hope that all
security staff will participate. The more staff participate, the better picture we will
have of work stress and work-life balance among Oregon correctional officers.
o The data obtained from the survey will only be used for research purposes and
to inform the development of recommendations to improve correctional officers’
work environment.
o The survey is NOT associated with PEBB’s Health Engagement Model
(HEM).
o The survey is not associated with Desert Waters Correctional Outreach (DWCO).
o The survey is also not associated with the OHSU Health Promotion and
Protection Study that is ongoing at a few institutions.
o Both AFSCME and AOCE are in full support of this project. ODOC’s
Research & Evaluation unit and the group of researchers from PSU have been
working closely with representatives from both labor organizations since the start
of the project.
o The survey will go out to security staff at ALL institutions, two-three
facilities at a time (in no particular order).
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o Although it may seem lengthy, the survey only takes about 25 minutes to
complete.
Please consider participating in this important survey. You can complete the survey on
paper or online using the link below. Paper copies of the survey, along with stamped
envelopes to return completed surveys to the researchers at PSU, are available at your
institution. Please watch your email for a message from your institution leadership about
where you can pick up a paper copy of the survey.
ONLINE SURVEY:
https://portlandstate.qualtrics.com//SE/?SID=SV_1QRwxtE0KyNobWI
If you have questions about the survey, you may contact the principal investigator at
PSU, Dr. Charlotte Fritz, at fritzc@ pdx.edu or (503) 725-3980. You may also contact
Margaret Braun in the ODOC Research & Evaluation Unit at
margaret.j.braun@doc.state.or.us or (503) 945-9001.
Take care,
Michael F. Gower-Assistant Director
Operations Division
2575 Center St.
Salem, OR. 97301
Office (503) 945-7144
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Appendix E
PSU Occupational Health Survey Email Template For Superintendents
OPTION 1:
It is clear, the work you do in corrections has an impact on the overall public safety of
our communities. Through national studies it is also clear that corrections work is
stressful and impacts all of us in many ways, unfortunately these impacts are often
manifested in subtle ways while other times in not so subtle ways. Regardless of how
stress presents itself it takes its toll on our health, our personal lives, and our families. To
better understand the impacts and help address this issue the department has teamed up
with Portland State University to gain a better understanding of how Oregon corrections
work impacts our Oregon corrections professionals, starting with those in the security
series.
<INSERT STAFF MEMBERS’ NAMES HERE> are leading the effort at
<INSTITUTION> to help PSU hear from each of you individually regarding how your
job impacts your life through a confidential survey that you can complete either
electronically or on paper. Taking the survey is voluntary but I encourage each of you to
anonymously and confidentially voice how corrections work has and is impacting your
life. We can collectively better understand and address the needs of our corrections
professionals if we have information germane to Oregon rather than a national
perspective.
I hope you all will join in the department’s effort to better understand and deal with the
impacts of Oregon corrections work on you and your coworkers.
If you would rather do the survey on paper instead of electronically please get with
<INSERT STAFF MEMBERS’ NAMES>. If you have any questions or concerns feel
free to contact <INSERT STAFF MEMBERS’ NAMES>, or myself.
OPTION 2:
As you can see from the email below, Portland State is going to conduct a survey to
examine work stress and work life balance for correctional series staff. At this time the
survey has been targeted at the correctional series at the institutions. This survey is an
excellent opportunity for all of us to understand potential difficulties in our work
situation and how they may be affecting our personal lives. As stated it is anonymous. I
highly encourage all staff to participate, the information collected will help both staff
presently working and those that will come after us. It is not often that researchers have
made themselves available to collect data on correctional officers, it is a stressful job and
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we are largely ignored as public safety officers. I hope you will all engage and complete
the survey; any information collected that can affect us positively should be embraced.
If you are not comfortable with completing the survey on line please contact <INSERT
STAFF MEMBERS’ NAMES> and they will work with you to get you a hard copy and
envelope. <INSERT STAFF MEMBERS’ NAMES> will also have paper copies
available at briefings.
The survey will take a bit of your time, I encourage you to work with the OIC if you
require uninterrupted time to complete it.
If you have any questions or concerns please to not hesitate to contact me or any of the
contacts listed below.
Thank you all in advance for your participation.
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Appendix F
First reminder email (Send one week after initial email from Central Office)
Dear X and X Security staff,
We have had a great response to the PSU Correctional Officer Stress and Well-being
Survey so far. Thank you so much to everyone who has already participated. The more
people who respond, the better equipped our agency will be to make changes that will
improve the overall health and well-being of our valued staff.
If you have not had time to complete a survey but would like to participate, there is still
time. The deadline for online or paper completion of the survey for security staff at X and
X is <Date>. Please complete the survey one time only, either online or on paper, by
<Date>.
ONLINE SURVEY:
https://portlandstate.qualtrics.com//SE/?SID=SV_1QRwxtE0KyNobWI
As always, if you have questions about the survey you may contact the principal
investigator at PSU, Dr. Charlotte Fritz, at fritzc@pdx.edu or (503) 725-3980. You may
also contact me directly in the ODOC Research & Evaluation Unit at
margaret.j.braun@doc.state.or.us or (503) 945-9001.
Take care and be well!

Margaret J. F. Braun, PhD
Research Analyst
Oregon Dept. of Corrections
2575 Center St. NE
Salem, OR. 97301
503.945.9001
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Appendix G
Second reminder email (Send two weeks after initial email from Central Office)
Hello again X and X Security staff,
If you have not yet had time to participate in the PSU Correctional Officer Stress and
Well-being survey, I am happy to inform you that the deadline has been extended to
next <Day, Date>. If you would like to take the survey, please click on the link below or
approach the designated staff member(s) in your institution for a paper copy and pre-paid
envelope. Each and every person's responses are extremely valuable. The more people
respond, the better/more solid answers PSU researchers will have to the questions they
ask and the better we can make plans for changes in the future that may help reduce work
stress and increase work-life balance.
If you have not yet filled out a survey, please click here:
https://portlandstate.qualtrics.com//SE/?SID=SV_1QRwxtE0KyNobWI
Thank you very much to those of you who have already participated! We greatly
appreciate you taking the time to respond.
If you have questions you may contact the principal investigator at PSU, Dr. Charlotte
Fritz, at fritzc@ pdx.edu or (503) 725-3980. You may also contact Margaret Braun in the
ODOC Research & Evaluation Unit at margaret.j.braun@doc.state.or.us or (503) 9459001.
Margaret J. F. Braun, PhD
Research Analyst
Oregon Dept. of Corrections
2575 Center St. NE
Salem, OR. 97301
503.945.9001
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Appendix H
Research Collaboration – ODOC- Portland State University Memo of Agreement
12/1/11
The understanding is that researchers at Portland State University (L. Hammer, C. Fritz, and
2 graduate students) will collaborate on a project to better understand the relationships
between correctional staff work stress, work-family conflict, well-being and self-destructive
behaviors.
Specifically, PSU researchers will develop a baseline survey based on their knowledge of
Occupational Health Psychology, site visits to several prisons, and interviews with several
Co’s. Surveys will be distributed among ODOC correctional officers (Cos). ODOC will be
responsible for the administration of the survey.
The plan is to administer the survey in March 2012.
PSU researchers will have full access to the data collected through the baseline survey to
conduct their own research (including two thesis projects).
Based on the collected data, PSU researchers together with members from the ODOC will
work out recommendations as well next steps for research collaboration.
Any work outside of the scope of this Memo of Agreement will need to be discussed and will
be at an additional cost.
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Appendix I
Corrections Officer and Inmate Population by Facility
(as of March 25, 2013)
Facility
Columbia River Correctional Institution
South Fork Forest Camp
Coffee Creek Correctional Facility
Santiam Correctional Institution
Deer Ridge Correctional Institution
Eastern Oregon Correctional Institution
Mill Creek Correctional Facility
Oregon State Correctional Institution
Oregon State Penitentiary
Powder River Correctional Facility
Shutter Creek Correctional Institution
Snake River Correctional Institution
Warner Creek Correctional Facility
Two Rivers Correctional Institution
Total

#
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

Inmate
Population
568
188
1507
421
748
1642
287
861
2034
266
260
3075
389
1719
13965

Corrections
Officers
68
17
286
54
194
243
39
99
269
38
44
552
54
280
2237

Inmate: CO
Ratio
8.35: 1
11.06: 1
5.27: 1
7.80: 1
3.86: 1
6.76: 1
7.36: 1
8.70: 1
7.56: 1
7.00: 1
5.91: 1
5.57: 1
7.20: 1
6.14: 1
6.24: 1
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